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Abstract 
Th1s thesis is comprised of four stud1es. The first study developed longer 
versions of the Coach-Athlete Relationship Questionnaire (CART-Q), both 1ts d1rect 
perspective (Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004) and meta-perspective (Jowett, in press) 
Instruments that measure the quality of a dyadic relationship were reviewed and 
items relevant to the coach-athlete relationship were highlighted. Ev1dence of the 
content validity of selected items was prov1ded via expert panels and statistical 
support for the criterion and construct validity of the new measure was 
demonstrated using a sample of693 participants (383 athletes and 310 coaches). 
Ev1dence was also found for the internal consistency/reliability of the longer 
versions of the CART-Q. 
Study 2 involved a systematic review of effective relationship enhancement 
programmes in order to identify their underlying strategies. Programmes were 
analysed based on the elements Within Jowett's (2005b, 2007) 3+ I C 
conceptualisation of the coach-athlete relationship. Therefore, factors that could 
potentially promote closeness, commitment, complementanty and eo-orientation 
within the coach-athlete relationship were identified. RecommendatiOns are made 
for implementing these strategies within any programme that aims to enhance 
relationships in sport. The need to develop relationship enhancement programmes m 
sport, which are based on sound scientific theory and research evidence, was a key 
findmg of this systematic review. 
Study 3 is an explorative qualitative study into the maintenance strategies that 
are used by coaches and athletes. Twelve one-to-one interviews with 6 coaches and 
6 athletes from team and individual sports were conducted. Content analysis 
revealed a number of main categories and sub-categones The main seven 
categories were: Conflict Management, Openness, Motivational, Pos1tiv1ty, Advice, 
Support and Social Networks These categories represented mutually exclusive 
maintenance strategies and formulated the COMPASS model of relationship 
maintenance in sport. 
The fourth and final study employed the COMPASS model to develop a 
measure of the use of mamtenance strategies within the coach-athlete relatiOnship 
(coach-athlete relationship mamtenance questionnaire: CARM-Q). A pool of 50 
vii 
items were generated based on relevant theory and research, including the data 
gamed m Study 3. The content vahdity of these items was established using an 
expert panel. The items were then administered to 251 participants (146 athletes and 
105 coaches). Principal Components Analysis (PCA) was used to identify the latent 
underlying structure. A 28 item measure was created with 7 sub-scales measuring; 
conflict management, openness, motivational, preventative, assurance, support and 
social network strategies. These seven factors comprise the revised COMPASS 
model of relationship maintenance in sport. 
Evidence of the content, construct and criterion validity, as we11 as the mternal 
consistency/reliability, of the CARM-Q was found. A series of regression analyses 
also revealed that one can predict a relatively high amount of the variance in 
perceptions of closeness, commitment and complementarity based on the use of 
maintenance strateg1es. As a whole, this thesis makes a significant contnbution to 
our understanding of the quality of a coach-athlete relationship and the ways in 
which this can be maintained .. 
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1. Introduction 
This chapter serves to highlight the significance of the role played by the 
relationslup, which is formed between a coach and an athlete. As this relationship is 
embedded within the coaching context, this mtroduction will discuss the notiOn and 
importance of coachmg. A brief review of the histoncal developments in the study 
of coach-athlete relationships is then provided before the need for further research is 
emphasised. Finally, the aims of the four studies, which comprise the current 
research are outlined 
1.1. What is Coaching? 
The term "coaclung" is said to have first been used in an instructive sense in 
the 181h century to describe the actions performed by the person who controlled the 
team of horses on a stage-coach (Casselman, 2005). It therefore referred to the 
process of "coaching" an individual to a desired destination. The term "coaching" 
has retained the essence of this conceptualisation over subsequent centuries and has 
been adapted and applied to a wide range of scientific disciplines to define their 
approaches. The proliferatiOn of the term coaching means that It can now be found 
m many forms including business (Downey, 1999; Fournies, 2000), hfe (Parsloe & 
Wray, 2000), executive (Peltier, 2001), performance (Whitmore, 1992) and sports 
coaching (Lyle, 1999) as well as coaching as a counselhng technique (Grant, 2001). 
As a result of the variety of settings to which the concept of coachmg is 
applied, it has inevitably been defined and conceptuahsed in a number of ways. 
Generally speaking, these definitions capture three dimensions of coaching. Firstly, 
coaching has been viewed as facilitating individuals to reach their full potential. For 
example, Whitmore (1992) describes coaching as releasing a person's potential to 
maximise their own performance and to help them to learn rather than simply teach 
them. Downey (1999) also advocated this approach to coaching by suggesting that 
the art of coaching is facilitating the performance, learning and development of 
another. The second dimension of coaching centres around instruction. Parsloe 
(1995) discusses the instructional approach and states that coaching is directly 
concerned with the immediate improvement of performance and skills through 
tutoring and instruction. The third and final way m which coaching has been 
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conceptualised is as a form of counselling. For instance, Grant (200 I) suggests that 
coaching is concerned with enhancing the well-being and performance of another in 
terms of both their personal and working hves. It generally takes a positive 
psychology stance by working with non-distressed people through takmg a 
proactJve rather than a reactive approach. In sport, coaching has the potential to 
have elements of facilitation, instruction and counselling. 
1.1.1. Sports coaching 
It has been suggested that coaching withm a sports setting IS an art, a 
science, a craft and a process (Woodman, 1993). Coaches are seen as being central 
to the athletic environment and they need the pedagogical skills of a teacher, the 
counselling skills of a psychologist, the training skills of a physiologist, the 
leadership skills of a businessman and the technical skills to coach the given sport 
(Lyle, 1999; Potrac, Brewer, Jones, Armour & Hoffe, 2000). Coaches are therefore 
involved m all aspects of the coaching process including the organisational, 
physiological, pedagogical, developmental and psychological elements (Lyle, 
1999). 
Lyle (1999) argues that coaches play a central role not only in relation to an 
athlete's training and competing but also in terms of the athlete's career as a whole. 
The role that the coach plays IS salient throughout the athlete's sporting life. 
Durand-Bush and Salmela (2002) conceptualised an athlete's career as being 
comprised of four stages: the samphng years, the specialising years, the investment 
years and the maintenance years, and they argue that the coach is important during 
all of these stages. Durand-Bush and Salmela (2002) thus argue that coaches 
influence athletes from the initial stage where an indiVIdual decides to participate in 
a given sport, potentially through to a career defining moment. 
1.1.2. The impact of sports coaching 
The interest in coaching is based on the growing amount of theoretical, 
anecdotal and empirical evidence, which suggests that coaching has a number of 
Important outcomes. Orlick and Partington (1988) argued that coaches are in a 
critical position to have an influence on athletes and that this mfluence can be 
positive and negative. 
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A coach's intervention has the potential to have a positive impact on a 
number of performance-related factors. These include the facilitation of an athlete's 
physical preparation (Bloom, 1996), peak performance (Gould, Greenleaf, Chung & 
Guman, 2002) and their overall success and athletic development (Durand-Bush & 
Salmela, 2002). There are also a number of positive outcomes of coaching that are 
of a psychological nature. These include the development of an athlete's satisfaction 
with sporting and personal lives (Gould, Guinan, Greenleaf & Medbery, 1999; 
Greenleaf, Gould & Dieffenbach, 2001), life skills (Gould, Collins, Louer & Chung, 
2007) and their psychological profile (Chelladurai & Riemer, 1998; Sm1th & Smoll, 
1990). Consequently, coaches not only "play a crucial role in the development of 
outstanding performance" (Durand-Bush & Salmela, 2002: p. 123), they are also in 
a key position to develop an athlete as a person and not just an athletic performer. 
It has also been suggested that coaching can be associated with a number of 
negative outcomes. Research has indicated that coaches can contribute to the 
development of a player's lack of confidence (Pelletier & Bower, 2001) as well as 
ineffective coach-athlete relationships (Martens, 1987). Such ineffective 
relationships may include situations in wh1ch the coach-athlete relationship is 
characterised by conflict, wh1ch may result in the relationship being terminated (e.g. 
Jowett, 2003). However, in more extreme circumstances, coaching relationships 
may involve exploitation with the athlete being subjected to physical or sexual 
abuse (Balague, 1999; Brackenridge, 200 I). 
Coaches are therefore m a position to have both a positive and a negative 
impact on an athlete's physical and psychological development. As a result, 
coaching is now the focus of research for a growing number of psychologists, 
socwlogists and pedagogists, among others. With key stakeholders such as UK 
Sport (2001) suggesting that "By 2012 the practice of coaching in the UK will be 
elevated to a profession acknowledged as central to the development of sport and 
the fulfilment of individual potential" (p. 5), the interest m coaching research is 
likely to continue to expand. The demand for coaching research is further fuelled by 
the growth of coach and athlete education programmes, which will benefit from 
being fundamentally based on sound scientific theory and research. 
This section has considered the d1fferent types of coaching and, in particular, 
coaching in sport. The many outcomes, which are associated with sports coaching 
have been discussed and the importance of conducting coaching research in sport 
was identified. 
1.2. The importance of the coach-athlete relationship 
Within the coaching context, the relationship, which IS developed between 
the coach and the athlete, is paramount (Lyle, 1999). Jowett (2005a) argued that 
"The coach-athlete relationship is not an add-on to, or hi-product of, the coaching 
process .. .instead it is the foundation of coaching" and that it is therefore 
" .. embedded m the dynamic and complex coaching process and provides the 
means by which coaches' and athletes' needs are expressed and fulfilled" (p 412) 
Lyle (1999) also highlighted the importance of the coach-athlete relationship by 
arguing that It is at the very heart of coaching and that coaches who fail to 
acknowledge the importance of it risk not developing their athletes to their full 
potential. 
Cote and his colleagues in their integrated model of coaching highlight the 
relevance of sporting relationships to the coaching process (Cote, 1998; Cote & 
Salmela, 1996). Cote and Salmela (1996) discussed the importance of the 
organisational factors and particularly emphasised the significance of the role 
played by the interactions between the coach and the athlete. Cote and Sedgwick 
(2003) stated that the coach-athlete relationship was of significant importance to 
both the coach and the athlete and that it was therefore an Issue, which merits the 
attention of theory and research relevant to coaching. 
The growth in interest regarding the coach-athlete relatiOnship has been 
facilitated by the assertion that many significant outcomes are associated with the 
quality of this relationship (Petitpas, 2002) The significance of this dyadic 
relationship m sport has been supported by anecdotal evidence from both athletes 
and coaches as well as theoretical and research evidence. National organisations 
have also started to acknowledge the importance of this relationship. This section 
will consider the views of each of these key stake holders in order to highlight the 
importance of studying the coach-athlete relationship. 
1.2.1. Coaches and athletes' perceptions of their relationship 
Coaches and athletes have provided a significant amount of anecdotal 
evidence, which reveals the importance they associate with the quality of their 
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relationship. For example, Sir Clive Woodward (2004), coach of the v1ctonous 
England Rugby team during the 2003 World Cup, suggested in his autobiography 
that the partnership between the coach and the athlete was a key ingredient in a 
winning team. Sir Alex F erguson (2000), the highly successful manager of 
Manchester United Football Club, argued that loyalty and commitment are key 
elements of effective coaching. Jose Mourinho, The recently appomted manager of 
Inter Milan, stated that "It is normal that as a consequence of the relationship that I 
have with my players, almost all of them want to work with me in the future" in 
response to transfer speculation linking him with players from his previous club, 
Chelsea (The Independent, 2008). 
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Anecdotal evidence from athletes has also suggested that the coach-athlete 
relatiOnship can facilitate elite performance. For instance, GeoffHurst, the hat-tnck 
scoring hero of England's 1966 world cup final victory, gives great credit to the 
influence that the relationship he had with his coaches Ron Greenwood and Sir Alf 
Ramsey had in facihtatmg the success he achieved during his career (Hurst, 2001). 
Further anecdotal evidence has shown how a quality relationship can affect a 
player's motivation. For example, Wayne Rooney discussed the good relationships 
that the England players had with their then manager Sven-Goran Eriksson: "There 
is a feeling we should win the World Cup for Sven, he is a great manager .. all of 
the players like him and respect him, he respects us and, more importantly, he trusts 
us" (BBC News, 2006). 
Players have also reported the extent to which the quality of their 
relationship with a given coach contributed to their decision to join or leave a 
football club. For example, Craig Bellamy spoke publicly after Graeme Souness, his 
then Newcastle United manager, claimed that Bellamy had feigned injury to avoid 
playing in a different position. Bellamy stated that "When I heard what the manager 
was saying, I was in shock .. .I thought not only has he gone behind my back, he's 
lying" (BBC News, 2005). It was shortly after this incident that Bellamy left 
Newcastle United to join Blackburn Rovers, who were managed by Mark Hughes, a 
coach that Bellamy had worked for and formed a good relationship with whilst 
playing for the Welsh national team 
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1.2.2. The impact of the coach-athlete relationship 
Researchers within sport psychology have also reported evidence that 
demonstrates that the quality of the coach-athlete relationship is related to a number 
of significant outcomes. The coach-athlete relationship has been found to have an 
impact not only on training processes (e.g. Poczwardowsk1, Barott & Peregoy, 
2002) but also on the athlete's physical as well as their psychological development 
(Jowett & Cockerill, 2003; Miller & Kerr, 2002). 
The coach-athlete relationship has been linked With a number of 
performance outcomes. For example, qualitative evidence has suggested that the 
quality of the relationship is cited as having a significant effect on performance 
accomplishments (Gould et al. 1999; Hemery, 1986; Jowett, 2008a; Jowett & 
Cockerill, 2003; Kalinowski, 1985). It has also been hnked with the adequacy of an 
athlete's level of preparation for a competition (Coakley, 1990; Williams, Jerone, 
Kenow, Rogers & Sartain, 2003). 
The relationship, which develops between a coach and an athlete, also 
appears to be associated with a number of psychological outcomes. Relationship 
quality has been found to be positively correlated with athletes' perceptions of their 
physical self-concept (Jowett, 2008b), their level of passion (LeFraniere, Jowett, 
Vallerand, Donahue & Lorimer, in press) and their level of satisfaction (Jowett & 
Don-Carolis, 2003; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004) Kenow and Williams (1999) also 
found that the more compatible an athlete perceives their coach to be with them, the 
lower the levels of cogmtive anxiety and stress they report experiencmg. The nature 
of the interactions between a coach and an athlete have also been found to be linked 
With an athlete's psychological well-being, motivation, self-esteem, pre-competitive 
anxiety and the acquisition of life skills (Gardener, Shields, Bredemeier & 
Bostrom, 1996; Gould et al., 2007; Kalinowski, 1985; Kenow & Wilhams 1992; 
Smoll & Smith, 1989). 
Links between relationship quality and interpersonal outcomes have also 
been identified. For instance, Jowett and Chaundy (2004) found that athletes' 
perceptions of the quality of their coach-athlete relationship were able to predict a 
significant amount of variance in their perceptions of team cohesion over and above 
that accounted for by perceptions of their coach's leadership. Furthermore, Lonmer 
and Jowett (in press) have found that relationship quality IS associated with a coach 
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and an athlete's level of empathy. This relates to the extent to wh1ch the coach and 
the athlete have a shared understanding Within their dyadic relationship and are able 
to accurately describe how their coach or athlete is feelmg, thinking or behaving at a 
given time. In more general terms, the coach-athlete relationship is suggested to be 
positively associated With athletes' overall experience within the sporting 
environment and to have an impact on aspects of their private lives (Gould et al. 
2007; Poczwardowski et al., 2002). All of which provides some research-based 
evidence of the importance of the coach-athlete relationship. 
1.2.3. The perspective of national organisations 
A number of the key national and organisational stakeholders Within sport 
have acknowledged the importance of the role played by the coach-athlete 
relationship. Firstly, through the Department of Culture, Media and Sport's 
publicatiOn entitled 'A Sporting Future for All', the Government acknowledged that 
the coach-athlete partnership as well as mentoring and supporting roles are 
prominent issues within coach education (DCMS 2000). Th1s v1ew has also been 
supported by Poczwardowski, Sherman and Henschen (1998), who stated that 
administrators and officials who are working in national sporting organisations and 
associations are aware of the need to consider and understand this relationship. 
Sports Coach UK (1998) in their report entitled 'Working with children' further 
emphasised the importance of the role played by the coach-athlete partnership, 
particularly in the youth sport setting. More recently, Sports Coach UK (2008) 
officially launched the "UK Coaching Framework", wh1ch sets out an !!-year plan, 
which aims to ensure that the UK becomes a world-leader in coaching. An 
important element of this framework is the coach-athlete relationship as it is 
recognised that coaching is not about the coach or the athlete, but rather is all about 
the coach-athlete partnership. 
The importance of the role played by these national and organisational 
bod1es cannot be under-estimated as they often have a significant input into the 
decision-making processes, which are involved when funding is being allocated. 
They also have a key role to play in the selectiOn, training and evaluation of coaches 
and hence it is significant that they are aware of the role played by the coach-athlete 
relationship Wlthm the broader coaching process. 
Thus, this section has demonstrated that the importance of the coach-athlete 
relationship has been acknowledged by athletes, coaches, researchers and national 
sporting organisations. There is therefore a need to conduct research via which a 
greater understanding of the nature, content and role of the coach-athlete 
relationship can be achieved. Based on such knowledge, steps can be taken to 
ensure that coach-athlete relationships are as successful and effective as possible. 
1.3. Historical developments in the study of coach-athlete 
dyads 
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The scientific study of the coach-athlete relationship has undergone a 
number of changes throughout the past century. Griffiths m the 1920s is widely 
credited as the first person to consider the psychological aspects of sport, which has 
resulted in him bemg labelled the father of sport psychology (Weinberg & Gould, 
1999). Griffiths argued for the use of psychology within athletic competition and, 
more specifically, the psychology of coaching. By considering different coaching 
methods and the applica!lon of psychology, Griffiths was the first to mvestigate the 
impact that coaches can have on athletes. 
After Gnffiths' early work, there was a gap of research that focused on 
coachmg, and the coach-athlete relationship, un!ll after the Second World War 
(Weinberg & Gould, 1999). The 1960s saw a shift towards the study of the 
personality characteristics of successful leaders (e.g. Ogilvie & Tutko, 1966). This 
work was based on the premise that there was a certain type of person, with a given 
set of personality traits that makes a successful leader irrespec!lve of the Situation in 
which they were leading 
The 1970s saw a move towards observational research, which adapted and 
employed methods from the study of educatiOn and pedagogy (Tharpe & Gallimore, 
1976) The late 1970s and early 1980s saw a shift towards research from a 
leadership approach (e g. Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980; Smith, Smoll & Curtis, 1978). 
These leadership approaches have been criticised for focusing purely on the 
behavioural aspect of coaching with researchers arguing that there is a need to go 
beyond the simple description and categorisation of coaching behaviours (Abraham 
& Collins, 1998; Potrac et a! 2000) For example, Abraham and Collins (1998: p. 
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69) stated that " .. behavwural observations alone cannot provide the whole story of 
the coaching process without accessing the thoughts of the coach". 
During the late 1990s and at the turn of the century a consensus grew 
between sport psychology researchers that more theoretical and empirical research 
on the coach-athlete relationship was required (Coppel, 1995; Iso-Ahola, 1995; 
Wylleman, 2000). Indeed, Wylleman (2000) stated that the coach-athlete 
relationship remained an "unchartered territory" (p. 555) and was under-represented 
in relevant journals and text books. This need was based on the fact that there was a 
lack of measures, which were designed to assess the quality of relationships in sport 
and, in particular, the quahty of the coach-athlete relationship (Wylleman, 2000). 
This lack of research and theoretical frameworks regarding the coach-athlete 
relationship ensured that there was a significant gap between the available scientific 
knowledge on the topic and the usefulness of th1s information to key stakeholders 
such as coaches, athletes, sport psychologists and National Governing Organisations 
(Coppel, 1995; Iso-Ahola, 1995). Thus, research and theory were required to fill this 
identified gap and to generate information, which had practical relevance to the 
sportmg arena (Poczwardowski et al , 1998). 
This call for research led to a significant increase in the theory and research 
being purported and conducted. Much ofth1s work has taken a 'relationship' 
approach (e.g. Jowett, 2005b, 2007; Poczwardowski et al., 2002; Wylleman, 2000). 
These relatwnship approaches advocate a move away from the leadership approach, 
which adopt a one-way view of the coach-athlete relationship by focusing on the 
effect that the coach's behaviours have on an athlete and hence fail to acknowledge 
the two-way and bi-directional nature of dyad1c relationships. 
Out of these relationship approaches, it is Jowett's (2005b, 2007) 3+1C 
conceptualisation of the coach-athlete relationship, which has received the most 
attention. Jowett's (2005b, 2007) approach emphasises the importance of 
considering coaches' and athletes' feelings, thoughts and behaviours whilst 
highlighting the bi-directional and inter-connected nature of the coach-athlete 
relatiOnship Th1s conceptuahsation has been employed in a large number of 
qualitative (e.g. Jowett & Frost, 2008; Jowett & Timson-Katchis, 2005) and 
quantitative research (e g. Jowett & Chaundy, 2004, Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004). It 
is for this reason that Jowett's (2005b, 2007) 3+ 1 C conceptualisation, which 
underpins much of this thesis. 
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This section has discussed the study of dyadic relationships both in general 
and in a sporting context. The historical developments in terms of the study of the 
coach-athlete relationship were also outlined. Despite the great progress, which has 
been made over this time, there remains a significant need for further research and 
theory regarding the coach-athlete relationship. 
1.4. The need for further research 
The research conducted to date on the coach-athlete relatwnship has helped 
to significantly develop our understanding of the nature, content and correlates of 
thts relationship. It has also served to htghlight a number of areas, whtch merit 
further investigation. Jowett and Poczwardowski (2007) proposed a multi-layered 
and integrated model, which represents a framework to guide future research 
regarding the coach-athlete relationship Jowett and Poczwardowski's (2007) model 
is displayed in Figure I. I. 
Figure 1-1 Jowett and Poczwardowski's (2007) framework for future 
research 
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This model is presented in the form of a cake, which contains three broad 
layers. The top layer contains the 'antecedents' of the coach-athlete relationship. 
This layer IS comprised of three components: individual differences (e.g gender), 
the wider social context (e.g. socml norms) and relationship characteristics (e g 
relationship duration). These antecedent factors are theorised to have the potential to 
affect the quality of the coach-athlete relationship. 
The bottom layer of the model theonzes a number of outcome variables. 
These are categorised into intrapersonal factors (e.g. member satisfaction, 
performance and motivation), interpersonal factors (e.g. satisfaction with the 
relationship) and group factors (e.g. team cohesion, role clarity). 
The middle layer of the model focuses on the content of the relat10nslup. 
This second layer is 'sandwiched' between interpersonal communication Jowett 
and Poczwardowski (2007: p. 5) suggest that communicatiOn is a " ... relational or 
interpersonal dimension that affects, and 1s affected by, the coach-athlete 
relationship quality" and " .. .is the process by which coaches and athletes broaden 
(become distant), narrow (become close) and even merge (become one)". This 
model advocates research, which aims to develop an understanding of the nature, 
content and role of all of these factors and the relatiOnships between them. 
1.4.1. The aims of this thesis 
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This thes1s is focused on making a contribution to the heart of Jowett and 
Poczwardowski's (2007) model through expanding our understandmg of the content 
of the quality of a coach-athlete relationship. It also targets the "interpersonal 
communications" layer of Jowett and Poczwardowski's (2007) model by 
conceptualising and measuring the interpersonal processes, which help to maintain 
the quahty of this relationship. It is argued that relationship maintenance resides 
within the interpersonal communicatiOn layer and serves to govern the quality of a 
coach-athlete relatiOnship. The current research therefore makes a significant 
contribution to filling the gaps in the hterature identified within this framework. 
This thesis IS comprised of four related stud1es, the aims of which were: 
o To develop a comprehensive assessment of the quality of a coach-athlete 
relationship (Study 1 ). 
o To systematically review effective relationship enhancement programmes 
and identify the strateg1es that should under-pm their development in sport 
(Study 2). 
o To develop a model of the use of relationship mamtenance strategies Within 
the coach-athlete relationship (Study 3). 
o To develop a measure of the use of maintenance strategies and to investigate 
their association with the quality of a coach-athlete relatwnship (Study 4) 
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1.5. Structure of the thesis 
The remainder of this thesis IS comprised of 6 further chapters. Chapter 2 
reviews the relevant literature with reference to the vanous theories, measures and 
studies, which have focused on the coach-athlete dyad. There IS a particular 
emphasis on the development and application ofJowett's (2005b, 2007) 3+ I C 
conceptualisation of the coach-athlete relationship as this approach provides a 
foundation for much of this thes1s. Literature related to the development, 
implementation and evaluation of relationship enhancement programmes IS outlined 
before the theory and research related to the study of relationship maintenance is 
cons1dered. 
The four studies are then presented in Chapters 3-6. Chapter 7 discusses the 
overall findings of the thesis before considenng the implications for theory, research 
and practice. These implications are outlined both in terms of the coach-athlete 
relationship and in a Wider sense w1th reference to coaching and general relationship 
science. The limitations of the present research are outlined and suggestions for the 
directiOn that future research in this field should take are presented. 
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2. Review of Relevant Literature 
Throughout history, the study of human relationships has attracted the 
attention of many of the world's great thinkers, artists and scwntists. Aristotle 
suggested that "For Without friends, no one would choose to live, though he had all 
other goods". The 16'h century poet John Donne wrote that "No man is an island, 
entire of its self'. Even the Beatles sang about 'gettmg by with a little help from 
their friends'. Sullivan (1953) argued that there maybe nothing more important m 
determining well-being and optimal functiomng in humans than close relationships. 
The underlymg consensus of these perceptions is that the relationships that an 
individual has with those around them have a very significant role to play. 
Research on studying close relationships has been fuelled by the publication 
of key books such as 'Close Relations' by Kelley et al. (1983) The level of interest 
in studymg relationships grew over the subsequent 25 years and this is demonstrated 
by the fact that over 500 delegates now attend the relationship conferences, which 
are organised by the International Association for Relationship Research ( e g. Crete, 
Greece, 2006; Rhode Island, USA, 2008). The presence of journals that are purely 
focused on publishing research that concerns issues related to close relationships, 
such as 'Personal Relations' and the 'Journal of Social and Personal Relatwnships', 
is further testament to the sustamed popularity of this research domain. 
Although traditwnally relationship researchers have focused on issues 
concerning familial and romantic/marital relatiOnships, recent trends have seen a 
growth of relationship research within other domains, including the sporting arena. 
Athletes can form many different relationships m their sporting career. This may 
include relationships with other competitors, members of their team/squad, sports 
science staff, managerial staff or the representatives of fundmg bodies or sponsoring 
organisations. Indeed Kalinowski (1985), based on qualitative research with 21 
Olympic swimmers, concluded that ''No one can become an Olympic calibre 
swimmer without the support, mstruction and otherwise of many people" (p. 140). 
Researchers have argued that there are a number of significant relationships 
in sport involving coaches, athletes, partners and parents but that our understandmg 
of these relationships, both in theoretical and empirical terms, was limited (Coppel, 
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1995; Iso-Ahola, 1995). Since this time, significant stndes have been made in our 
understanding of the nature and role of interpersonal relationships in sport over the 
past 30 years. Research in this domam has considered athlete-athlete (e.g. Ulrich-
French & Smith, 2006), parent-athlete (e.g. Jowett & Timson-Katchis, 2005) and 
the coach-athlete relationship (e.g. Jowett, 2005b, 2007) 
It has been suggested that although athletes are mvolved in many different 
sporting relationships, none of them are closer than that which is formed with their 
coach (Poczwardowski et a! , 2002). Research progress related to our understanding 
of the nature of the interpersonal dynamics between the coach and the athlete, its 
antecedents and outcomes IS especially notable, employing numerous theoretical, 
conceptual and methodological approaches (Chelladurai & Riemer, 1998; Jowett & 
Poczwardowski, 2007). Despite this progress, there remains a great scope for 
research to be conducted regardmg the coach-athlete relationship m terms of how 
the quality of this relationship is measured and maintamed (Jowett & 
Poczwardowski, 2007). 
2.1. The Leadership Approach 
Conceptuahsations of the coach-athlete relationship during the 1970s and 
1980s were predominantly based on a leadership approach. Theories and research 
conducted in this area tend to view coaching as a set of communicative acts, which 
are a characteristic of the coach. There are two theories, which take a leadership 
approach to sport. The first of these is the Multi-Dimensional Model of Leadership 
(Chelladurai & Carron, 1978; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980), which focuses on 
coaches' 'actual' behaviours, the athlete's 'preferred' coaching behaviOurs and 
those coaching behaviours that are 'required' by the situation. The second main 
leadership approach is the MediatiOnal Model of Coach leadership (Small, Smith, 
Curtis & Hunt 1978), which concerns athletes' perceptions of, and their attitudes 
towards, their coach's behaviours. This sectiOn will outline and critically analyse 
these two theories along with their associated measures and research findings 
2.1.1. The Multi-Dimensional Model of Leadership (MDML) 
This approach was developed based on models of leadership Within a 
business domain. The Multi-Dimensional Model of Leadership in sport (MDML: 
Chelladurai & Carron, 1978; Chelladurai & Sal eh, 1980) is comprised of 3 key 
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elements: "actual", "required" and "preferred" coaching behaviOurs. "Actual" 
behaviours refer to the actual behaviours, which are enacted by a given coach whilst 
interacting with his/her athlete. This could therefore relate to coaching behaviours 
such as encouragement, givmg positive feedback, being democratic and punishing 
the athlete. 'Required' coaching behaviours concern those, which are dictated by the 
situation in which the interaction between the coach and athlete occurs. For 
example, there are certain sports, such as Archery, in which safety is particularly 
important. In such sports there are certain requirements placed on coaches' 
behaviours such that they can protect the safety of everyone involved. Finally, 
'preferred' behaviours refer to how the given athlete ideally hkes their coach to 
behave. Dtfferent athletes are likely to prefer different leadership styles With some 
athletes preferring more democratic behaviours, for instance, and others prefemng 
more autocratic behaviours. 
The principle that underpins the MDML is that the athlete's level of 
performance and satisfaction relates to the degree to which there is congruence 
between the actual, required and preferred behaviours. In other words, the MDML 
theorises that the more similar the actual, required and preferred coaching 
behaviours are, the higher the athlete's levels of performance and satisfaction. 
Chelladurat (1990, 1993) also includes within the MDML an 
acknowledgement of the potential role played by situational factors as well as the 
characteristics of the coach and the athlete. Situational factors may include the type 
of sport (e.g. team or individual), the nature of the sport (e.g. combat versus non-
combat) and the level of the competition (e.g. county, national or international). The 
relevant characteristics of the athlete or coach may include theu age, gender, 
experience and ability. The MDML therefore benefits from being the first 
conceptualisation to emphasise the importance of taking into consideration the 
characteristics of the leader, the athlete(s) and the situation (Shermann, Fuller & 
Speed, 2000). 
2.1.2. Measures associated with the MDML 
Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) developed the Leadership Scale for Sport 
(LSS) based on their Multi-Dimensional model of leadership (Chelladurai & 
Carron, 1978). It is comprised of 5 sub-scales that measure five different types of 
coaching behaviour: Training/Instruction, Autocratic, Democratic, Social Support 
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and Positive Feedback. Three different versions of the questionnaire have been 
created, which assess· what is preferred by the athlete, coach's perceptions ofthe1r 
own behaviour and the athlete's perceptions regarding their coach's behaviours. 
A revised version of the LSS has also been created. The Rev1sed Leadership 
Scale for Sport (RLSS) was developed based on interviews and feedback from 
expert panels (Jambor & Zhang, 1997; Zhang, Jensen & Mann, 1997). The RLSS 
aimed to address and overcome some of the limitations that are associated with the 
LSS. The RLSS contains 60 items, which are compnsed of 6 sub-scales: 
teaching/instruction, democratic, autocratic, social support, positive feedback and 
s1tuational considerations. Evidently, these are similar to those Within the LSS but 
with the addition of the situational considerations sub-scale. 
Jambor and Zhang (1997) conducted a study in wh1ch 162 high school and 
college coaches completed the RLSS. It was reported that coaches' use of the 
various behaviours did not appear to be influenced by their gender but was affected 
by their level of competition. Evidence of the reliability/internal consistency of the 
RLSS and the sub-scales indicated that the newly developed measure was reliable. 
2.1.3. Research associated with the MDML 
The LSS has been employed in research, which has investigated athletes' 
perceptions and preferences regarding leadership styles ( e g. Dwyer & Fisher, 
1990), the association between leadership style and athlete satisfaction ( e g. Riemer 
& Chelladurai, 1995) and patterns of coaching behaviour (e.g. Serpa, Patko & 
Santos, 1991) The LSS has also been used to investigate the behaviour of coaches 
from a range of sports including youth soccer (e.g. Liukkonen, 1999), Arnencan 
Football (e.g. Riemer & Chelladura1, 1995), baseball (e g. Bennett & Maneval, 
1998), Tennis (e.g. Riemer & Toon, 2001) and Wrestling (e.g Dwyer & Fisher, 
1990) This body of research has facilitated some understandmg of the relationships 
between actual and preferred coachmg behaviours, as defined by the Multi-
Dimensional model ofleadership (Chelladura1 & Carron, 1978; Chelladurai & 
Saleh, 1980). 
Only a limited number of studies have, however, addressed the m am 
theoretical postulate of the MDML (Chelladurai & Carron, 1978). For example, 
Chelladurai and Carron (1983) found that as athletes become more experienced their 
preference for their coach to perfonn training/mstruction behaviours decreased. In 
contrast, experienced athletes were found to prefer a greater use of supportive 
behaviours relative to less experienced athletes. 
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Furthermore, Sahmmen and Liukkonen (1996) employed a multi-method 
approach to investigate the actual, required and preferred coaching behaviours of 68 
coaches and I 00 athletes in Finland. A discrepancy was found between the coaches' 
perceptions of their own behaviours and their athletes' perceptions of the coaches' 
behaviours. Coaches were found to view their own behaviours more positively 
relative to the ratings given to them by their athletes. This finding has been 
supported by subsequent research by Liukkonen (1999) who concluded that the 
behaviour of coaches can be perceived differently dependmg on the perspective 
from, which the observer IS viewing the behaviours. 
Further research has investigated the links between the use of the five 
coaching behaviours within the LSS (i.e. training/instruction, autocratic, 
democratic, social support and positive feedback; as defined by Chelladurai & 
Saleh, 1980) and sport-related outcomes. Dwyer and Fisher (1990) conducted a 
study with Wrestlers who were reported to perceive their coaches as using high 
levels of positive feedback and training/instruction behaviours but lower levels of 
autocratic behaviours An association was found between coaches' use of 
democratic behaviours and their athletes' level of satisfaction. This finding provides 
some support for the MDML (Chelladurai & Carron, 1978; Chelladurai & Saleh, 
1980) Serpa, Patko and Santos (1991) also investigated the hnk between coaches' 
behaviours and their athletes' satisfaction. In their study of Handball coaches and 
players, both the coaches and players perceived that training/instruction behaviours 
were used most regularly With democratic behaviours bemg used least frequently. 
Chelladurai (1984) reports a study of track and field athletes, wrestlers and 
basketball players. Chelladurai (1984) compared the participants' preferred 
coaching behaviOurs with their perceptions of the behaviours, which were used by 
their coach. The discrepancy between perceived and preferred behaviours was found 
to be negatively associated with the participants' satisfaction with their 
performance, their satisfaction with their coach's leadership and their overall 
involvement in the team/squad. Thus, as the coach was perceived to behave in a 
way that was closer to the preferences of an athlete/player, then the athlete/player's 
level of satisfaction with their performance and leadership was found to increase 
along with their overall involvement in the team/squad. 
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Gardener et al. (1996) found that players' perceptions of their coach's 
behaviOurs was associated with their perceptions of the level of group cohesion 
w1thm the1r team More specifically, coaches who were viewed as using lower 
levels of autocratic behaviours, more democratic and training/instruction behaviour, 
more social support and as g1ving h1gher levels of positive feedback were associated 
with teams of players that perceived themselves to have higher levels of group 
cohesion. 
Some research has also been conducted, which has used the Revised 
Leadership Scale for Sport (RLSS: Jambor & Zhang, 1997) For example, Beam, 
SerWatka and Wilson (2004) undertook an investigation of student athletes' 
preferred coach behaviours using the RLSS. Females were found to prefer more 
teaching/instructiOn and SJtuationally considerate behaviours where as male athletes 
were found to prefer more autocratic behaviours and that their coach provided social 
support. Student athletes from individual sports were also found to prefer their 
coaches to give more social support and positive feedback whilst enacting more 
democratic and situationally considerate behaviours relative to athletes from team 
sports. Thus, the LSS and the RLSS have been used to demonstrate associations 
between coaching behaviours and sport-related outcomes, which has provided some 
support to the theorised relationships Within the Multi-Dimensional model of 
leadership (Chelladurai & Carron, 1978; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980) 
2.1.4. Limitations of the MDML and the LSS/RLSS 
The MDML can be criticised in a number of areas. Firstly, it concentrates 
purely on coachmg behaviours. This focus on behaviours has been cnticised as it 
nsks not being able to capture the dynamic nature and all of the intricacies of the 
coach-athlete relationship (Poczwardowski et al., 2002). Vergeer (2000) also 
suggests that it fails to highlight the influence of the range of salient factors. For 
example, relationship researchers working in other domains have advocated the 
consideration of the affective and cognitive aspects of dyadic relationships as well 
as the behavioural elements such that a more complete impression is made possible. 
For example, Hinde (1997) stated that "relationship researchers need to focus on the 
relations between emotions, cognitions and behaviours" (p 511 ). 
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Furthermore, Potrac et al. (2002) have encouraged sport psychologists to 
consider the 'how' and 'why' of coaching rather than just the 'what'. Based on such 
recommendatiOns, the MDML is limited as it does focus on the 'what' of coaclung 
behaviours and hence neglects the importance of the underlying knowledge and 
understandmg of the coach, which underpins their behaviours. Although two 
coaching behaviours may be identical, the motivation and intention behind them 
may be different and this is an influence, which is not acknowledged by the MDML. 
Secondly, the MDML can also be criticised in that it fails to acknowledge 
the 'bi-directional' natlire of interpersonal relationships. Relationship researchers 
have advocated a shift away from concentrating on individuals towards a focus, 
which centres on the dyadic aspect of relationships (e.g. Fletche~ & Kininmonth, 
1991; Kenny, 1994). Key theonsts, such as Berscheid (1999: p 261), have urged 
researchers to 'think dyadically'. This shift within general relationship research has 
also been salient within research and theory, which focuses on the sporting context 
with a number of prominent researchers emphasising the bi-directional and 
reciprocal nature of sporting relationships (Jowett & Cockerill, 2002; Wylleman 
2000). By only considering the role of the coach's behaviours, the MDML can be 
criticised for havmg a rather 'one-way' view of what is a dyadic and 'two-way' 
relationship. The importance of the athlete's behaviours, and the effect that they 
have on the coach, also merit consideration as they are likely to have an equally 
important role to play. 
The final concern regardmg the MDML is how it should best be 
operationalised and tested. The characteristics of the coach and the athlete are not 
too difficult to ascertain, as the majonty of them are basic demographic information. 
Similarly, the situational element such as the type of sport and the competitive level 
at which the coach and the athlete participate should be relatively easy to obtain. 
However, there are some concerns, which relate to the measurement of the 
preferred, required and actual behavioural elements of the MDML. The 
measurement of an athlete's preferred behaviours is possible through the use of a 
questiOnnaire; although research, which has considered athlete's perceptions of their 
coach's behaviours and the effect that they have on them is limited (Pelletier & 
Bower, 2001). The measurement of the coach's actual behaviours may be more 
complicated. There are important issues regarding from whose perspective the 
behaviOurs are measured, whether this be the coach's, the athlete's or an 
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independent observer. This point is particularly salient in the light of research 
findings that there are discrepancies between athletes', coaches' and observers 
perceptions of the same coachmg behaviOurs (Liukkonen, 1999; Saliminen & 
Liukkonen, 1996). There are also inherent problems in the measurement of coaching 
behaviours regardmg what constitutes a behaviour and how it should be coded. The 
required behaviour is somewhat more difficult to measure. Again, from whose 
perspective are such required behaviours considered and how can they be accurately 
and specifically established. 
Although the LSS has been used in a number of studies, there are some 
limitations associated With it. One may question the extent to which it covers all of 
the different behaviours that are performed by a coach. For example, it does not 
consider coaching behaviours related to punishment, organisation or conflict 
management. As a result, it may not be possible to obtain a complete impression of 
a coach's behaviours usmg the LSS. Chelladurai (1993) did suggest that research 
was required to assess the validity and reliability of the LSS. Subsequent research, 
such as that reported by Chelladurai and Riemer (1998), suggests that the internal 
consistency of the autocratiC sub-scale is less than satisfactory and hence further 
work is needed to improve the reliability of the LSS. Until such work is undertaken, 
the confidence With which one can draw conclusions based on the use of the LSS 
will continue to be limited. 
The research regarding the RLSS also remains far from extensive and a 
significant amount of further research is required to test issues of validity and 
reliability. At present, the lack of evidence for the validity and reliability of both the 
LSS and RLSS ensure that they are limited measures and this in turn limits any 
research in which they are utilised. 
2.1.5. The Mediational Model of Leadership (MML) 
Smell, Smith, Curtis and Hunt's (1978) Mediational Model of Leadership 
(MML) is another conceptualisation of the coach-athlete relationship, which takes a 
leadership approach. It purports that the effects of a coach's behaviours is mediated 
by the athlete's perceptions and evaluations regardmg those behaviours (Smoll and 
Smith, 1989). It therefore highlights the importance of cons1denng the meaning that 
an athlete attributes to their coach's behaviours (Smith, Smell & Christensen, 1996). 
Smoll and Smith (1989) stated that "The ultimate effects of coaching behaviours are 
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mediated by the meaning that athletes attribute to them" (p. 1527). Therefore, 
although a coach may enact exactly the same behaviour with two different athletes, 
the effect that th1s behaviour has on those athletes may differ due to the way in 
which the behaviour is perce1ved and evaluated and the meanings that the different 
athletes associate with it. 
Smoll and Smith (1989) discussed 3 important elements of the MML: the 
athlete, the coach and the situation. The consideration of these 3 elements is 
common across both leadership approaches. The relevant athlete characteristics, 
which have the potential to have an effect, include their age, expectations and 
personality. Smoll and Smith (1989) suggest that the coach's individual d1fferences 
have a significant influence in that they affect their goals and motivation and 
ultimately, therefore, the1r behaviours. Finally, the situation can impact on the 
processes Within the MML. This relates to factors such as the location of the 
coaching interaction, the type of sport and the level of competition. The MML 
suggests that the athlete and coach's characteristics interact along with the situation 
to shape the sporting experience (Smith et al., 1996). 
2.1.6. Measures associated with the MML 
The Coaching Behavioural Assessment System (CBAS, Sm1th, Smoll & 
Hunt, 1977) is fundamentally based on systematic observation. Abraham and 
Collins (1998) describe systematic observation as a quantitative tally of a set of 
target behaviours. The growth of systematic observation signified a move away 
from the use of questionnaires for assessing coach behaviours. It has been argued 
that their use provides better information upon which the development of coach 
education programmes (Gilbert & Trudel, 1999) and athlete training programmes 
(Lacey & Darst, 1989) can be based. Brewer and Jones (2002) also argued that 
systematic observatiOn affords a more holistiC approach to the study of coaching 
behaviour. Other researchers have argued that, as a methodological approach, 
systematic observation has made a larger contnbution to the development of coach 
effectiveness than any other approach (Potrac et al., 2000). 
The behaviours within Smith et al.'s (1977) CBAS are categorised into 
'spontaneous' and 'reactive' behaviours. Spontaneous behaviours do not appear to 
have any direct stimulus and hence do not occur immediately after an athlete's 
behaviOur ( e g. the coach givmg spontaneous encouragement at a time, which does 
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not follow a mistake by the athlete). Reactive behaviours, in contrast, relate to 
those, wluch happen directly after an athlete's behaviOur (e.g. verbal or non-verbal 
punishment directly after the athlete has made a mistake). The 12 different reactive 
and spontaneous coaching behaviours that comprise the CBAS are displayed in 
Tables 2.1 and 2.2. 
Table 2-1 Reactive coachmg behaviOurs Within the CBAS 
Stimulus Category Definition 
Desired 
performance 
1. Positive Reinforcement A positive rewarding reactiOn 
(verbal or non-verbal) by the 
coach to a good play or good 
effort 
2. Non-Reinforcement A failure to reinforce a good 
performance 
Mistakes/Errors 3. Mistake Contingent 
Encouragement 
Encouragement given to a player 
following a mistake 
4. Mistake Contingent 
Technical Instruction 
5. Punishment 
6. Punitive Technical 
Instruction 
7. Ignoring mistakes 
Misbehaviours 8. Keeping Control 
Instructing or demonstrating to a 
player how to correct a mistake 
A negative reaction (verbal or 
non-verbal) following a mistake 
Technical mstruction following a 
mistake given in a punitive or 
hostile manner 
Failure to respond to a player's 
mistake 
Reactions intended to restore or 
mamtain order among team 
members 
Table 2-2 Spontaneous coaching behaviours Withm the CBAS 
Category Definition 
9. General Technical Spontaneous mstruction in the techniques and strategies 
InstructiOn pertinent to the sport. The purpose of these 
communications was to foster the learning of skills and 
strategies for dealing with game situations 
10. General 
Encouragement 
11. Organisation 
12. General 
Communication 
Spontaneous encouragement that does not follow a 
mistake 
Administrative behaviour that sets the stage for play by 
assigmng, for example, duties, responsibilities and 
positions 
Interactions with players unrelated to game/practice 
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The observer watches the coach for a period of time and codes the coach's 
use of the designated behaviours. The observers are g1ven clear guidelines and 
training in an attempt to remove any bias and ensure that different observers code 
the different coaching behaviours in the same way (Smith, et al. 1977). The CBAS 
has been used to assess the use of the range of coach behaviours and the associated 
consequences. Such research helps to test the validity of the MML and to provide 
information upon which coach education and athlete trainmg programmes can be 
developed. 
2.1.7. Research associated with the MML 
Kahan (1999) conducted a review of the research, which has employed the 
CBAS to record the behaviOurs used by coaches. It was concluded that instructive 
behaviours were used most frequently followed by reinforcing and encouraging 
behaviours. Smith et al. (1978) conducted a study, which compared the use of 
different behaviours, as measured via the CBAS, with player reports regarding the 
coaching that they received. Results indicated that the players responded best to 
supportive and instructive behaviours whilst they responded more negatively when 
their coach used disciplinary or punishing behaviours after they had made a 
mistake. Black and Weiss (1992) also reported a study in wluch swimmers indicated 
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that they responded more positively to coaches who provided them With information 
after good performance. 
Further research using the CBAS has indicated that the use of certain 
coaching behaviours are linked with important sport-related outcomes. Smith, Zane, 
Smoll and Coppell (1983) found that a coach's use of supportive behaviours was 
associated with their athlete's level of self-esteem and the athlete's perceptions 
regarding the level of team cohesion. Based on this, Smith et al. (1983) concluded 
that coaching behaviours effect athletes' perceptions of their coach and their overall 
enjoyment of the sport experience. 
A further interesting finding in this area of research concerns the perception 
of coaching behaviour. Smith et al. (1978) actually found that the athletes' 
perceptions of their coaches behaviours were more highly correlated with the 
perceptions of an independent observer than those of the coach. Saliminen and 
Liukkonen (1996) also found that coaches tended to rate their own behaviours more 
positively than their athletes rated the coaching, which they were receiving. This 
indicates that coaches may not be fully aware of the coachmg behaviours, which 
they are performmg and hence coach education may be necessary in order to make 
such coaches aware of how they are being perceived and the influence that these 
perceptions may have on their athletes. 
The Coaching Behaviour Questionnaire (CBQ) has been developed and 
employed in research, which has aimed to test the validity of the MML (Kenow & 
Williams, 1992, 1999; Williams, et al. 2003). Kenow and Williams (1999), for 
example, reported that the data, which they had collected via the CBQ had provided 
some statistical support for the relationships theorised within the MML. Williams et 
al. (2003) also employed confirmatory factor analysis to test the model usmg the 
CBQ and they also reported that the factorial validity of the MML was supported. 
However, the research using the CBQ IS very limited and hence further research is 
required to test all of the relationships within the MML before confident 
conclusions can be drawn regarding the validity and reliability of the model and the 
associated measures. 
2.1.8. Limitations of the MML and CBAS 
The MML IS subject to similar cnticisms to those, which are associated with 
Chelladurai and Saleh's (1980) Multi-Dimensional model ofleadership. Although 
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the MML does partially consider the cognitive aspect of coaching by addressing 
athlete's evaluative interpretatiOns of coaching behaviours, It still pnmarily focuses 
on behaviours Such a focus on the behavioural aspect of coaching has been 
cnticised as it may not lead to a complete impression of the coaching process being 
possible (Poczwardowski et al., 2002), and hence some of the relevant and salient 
issues may be neglected (Vergeer, 2000). . 
The MML can also be criticised in that it does not acknowledge the 'bi-
directional' nature of mterpersonal relationships. It only considers the coach's 
behaviours and how they are viewed by the athlete. It therefore does not consider 
the athlete's behaviours and how these are interpreted by the coach. By their very 
nature, dyadic relationships are two-way and hence the MML's uni-dimensional 
approach may not captJrre the reciprocal nature of the coach-athlete relationship. 
There may also be some issues in terms of the operationalisation of the 
MML and hence the empirical testing of the theorised relationships. The difficulties 
in defining what coach behaviours are to be measured, how they should be 
measured and how the athlete's perceptiOns and interpretation of those behaviours 
should be assessed may ensure that it is difficult to fully test the model and 
therefore to determine the validity of the MML within the sporting environment. 
Despite the efforts to maximise the inter-observer rehab1hty of those using 
the CBAS through traming, some researchers, such as Chelladurai and Riemer 
(1998), have still questioned the psychometric properties of the tool. Van Der Mars 
(1989) suggested that this approach could potentially lack objectivity, reliability and 
specificity. Sherman and Hassan (1986) reported that the agreement between the 
codings of different observers were matched m only 80% of the ratings and hence 
this leads one to question the reliability of the CBAS. Chelladurai and Riemer 
(1998) have suggested that there are not sufficient details in terms of how the CBAS 
was mitially developed and tested in the original paper by Smith et al. (1977), which 
prevents one from being able to fully evaluate the developmental process. 
Chelladurai and Riemer (1998) also report that although there is some evidence for 
the content validity of the CBAS, the results of a principal components analysis, 
which they had conducted did not provide any evidence of factorial validity. 
As well as these psychometric limitations, there are some sigmficant issues 
regarding the content of the CBAS. For example, the CBAS does not consider the 
issues of intensity and frequency. The coach may say 'Come on I' m a highly 
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enthusiastic and encouraging way or in a more sedate manner. Although both 
behaviours may be coded as encouraging, the difference in the intensity of the two 
behaviours is not acknowledged. Frequency may also be an important consideration. 
For example, a coach may give an encouragmg speech for five minutes or make one 
encouragmg comment. Again if both behaviours were coded as encouraging then 
the difference m duration would not be recorded. Defining when one behaviour ends 
and when the next behaviour starts may prove difficult for an observer and hence 
the issues of duration and intensity represent limitations of the CBAS. Although 
training may be able to overcome such issues, they still remain significant concerns, 
which merit further attention 
Of equal importance is the 1ssue of how the message is presented to the 
athlete The CBAS does not appear to distinguish between verbal and non-verbal 
behaviours. It is likely that an observer will need to consider both of these m order 
to more accurately record the coaching behaviours. Related to this is the coaching 
style used by the coach. What may be viewed as punishmg behaviour by the 
independent observer may be seen as sarcasm or humour by the athlete. Hence, 
without knowmg more about the coach and the subtle cues, which help shape the 
athlete's interpretations of the coach's behaviours, the CBAS may not enable 
observers to record the behaviours accurately. 
The situation or context in which the behaviOur takes place also needs to be 
taken into account (Gilbert & Trudel, 2000). By simply focusmg on a specific 
behaviour, without considering what came before that behaviour or the context 
within which it occurs, the observer may not accurately interpret the behaviour. 
Factors such as the order m wh1ch behaviours occur may combine w1th these other 
considerations to shape the meaning that an athlete attributes to the behaviour and 
hence the coaching process may be far more complicated and dynamic than a series 
of target behaviours. The CBAS could potentially miss such nuances and this 
ensures that it is a limited measure of coaching behaviours. 
A limitation of the focus on coaching behaviours is exemplified by the 
example provided by Gallimore and Tharp (2004). They re-analysed a study that 
had previously been reported in Tharp and Gallimore (1976). This was a 30-hour 
observation of the coaching behaviours used by John Wooden, who was the 
successful coach of the Umversity of California, Los Angeles' Basketball team 
Gallimore and Tharp (2004) concluded that "Lacking the context of Wooden's 
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instructions, we could only note with admiration the nature and tone of his 
pedagogical practice, but we could not interpret it." (p. 124). This further highlights 
the potential for the CBAS to only provide a limited impression of an interaction 
between a coach and an athlete. 
This section has considered the leadership approaches to the 
conceptualisation and measurement of the coach-athlete dyad. They have been 
criticised for focusing on the behavioural aspect of this relationship (Vergeer, 2000) 
and for not capturing all of the factors, which are relevant to the relationship (Cote, 
1998). They are also limited due to the fact that they do not recogmse the bi-
directional nature of dyadic relationships (cf. Berscheid, 1999). The measures 
associated With these approaches have also been shown to be limited in terms of the 
validity and reliability evidence, which has been published and the extent to which 
they can be used to fully test the leadership models. 
2.2. Relationship Approaches 
The last decade has witnessed a growing number of researchers who are 
investigating the coach-athlete relatiOnship from a relationship perspective (e.g. 
Jowett, 2007; Mageau & Vallerand, 2003; Poczwardowski et al., 2002; Wylleman, 
2000). These relationship approaches, to some extent, overcome some of the 
limitations that are associated with the theoretical approaches, which are 
fundamentally based on a leadership perspective. They adhere to the 
recommendations ofBerscheid (1999) who advocated that relationship researchers 
should 'think dyadically' (p. 261 ). In other words, they have started to consider the 
effect that a coach has on an athlete, which is the focus of the leadership 
approaches, as well as the effect that the athlete has on the coach. 
Relationship approaches should therefore view the coach-athlete relationship 
as an interpersonal, two-way- process and hence acknowledge the importance of 
considering and conceptualising the coach-athlete relationship at the dyadic level 
rather than at the level of the individual members. This shift in focus follows a 
trend, which has been evident within the wider relationship research domain (e g. 
Fletcher & Kinmmonth, I 991; Kenny, 1994). The following discussion outlines and 
cntically evaluates four of the most promment models of the coach-athlete 
relationship, which are based on a relationship perspective. These are the 
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approaches developed by WyJleman (2000), Poczwardowsk1 et al. (2002), Mageau 
and VaJlerand (2003) and Jowett (2005b, 2007) 
2.2.1. Wylleman's (2000) model 
WyJleman's (2000) model of the coach-athlete relationship focuses on the 
interpersonal behaviours that occur during the coach-athlete interaction. It is 
developed partmJly based on the work ofKiesler (1983). The model suggests that 
these interpersonal behaviours have three different dimensions. The first of these 
dimensions is 'acceptance/reJection' and reflects the extent to which the 
coach/athlete has a positive or negative attitude towards the relationship. The 
second dimension concerns 'dominance/submissiveness' and relates to the strength 
or weakness of the positions held by the coach and the athlete within the 
relationship. The third and final element ofWyJleman's (2000) model is the 
'social/emotional' dimension. This refers to the social roles occupied by the coach 
and the athlete within the relationship. 
The model suggests that the coach and athlete interact along these 3 
dimensions and that the coach's behaviours will affect those of the athlete, and vice 
versa. In other words, if the coach behaves in a way that suggests a positive attitude 
towards the relationship, and hence demonstrates 'acceptance', then this will 
promote the athlete's level of acceptance within the relationship. Likewise, 
dominant behaviours are said to attract submissive behaviours and the enactment of 
social or emotional behaviours wiJI encourage the reciprocation of such behaviours 
from the other member in the dyad. 
WyJleman's (2000) model benefits from acknowledging the bi-directional 
nature of the coach-athlete relationship. It therefore overcomes one of the main 
limitations of the leadership approaches, which tend to only consider the effect of 
the coach's behaviour on the athlete and not the reverse relationship. Despite this, 
the model is limited due to the fact that there is a lack of research, which has tested 
the validity of this model. Until such work is undertaken and reported, the 
usefulness of the model as a theoretical framework and as an aid to coach education 
is questionable. 
WyJleman's (2000) model can also be criticised for primarily focusing on 
the behavioural aspect of the coach-athlete relatiOnship. Such a focus on behaviours 
may only serve to neglect other important aspects of the relationship and fail to 
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reflect all of the intncacies that are involved (Vergeer, 2000). As recommended by 
researchers such as Hinde (1997) it is important to not only consider the behavioural 
element of a dyadic relationship but also the cognitive and affective elements such 
that a complete impression may be possible. 
2.2.2. Poczwardowski, Barrot and Peregoy's (2002) model 
As with Wylleman (2000), Poczwardowski et al. (2002) identified 3 
dimensions of the coach-athlete interaction. The first dimension concerns 
interpersonal activity This relates to activities such as when the athlete IS 
exercising, stretching, checking equipment or talking to the coach about training 
sessions or competitions. The second dimension focuses on coach-athlete 
interactions and is primarily concerned with the communication between them. It 
therefore involves the Situations in which the coach and the athlete are talking and 
listening to one another and are asking and answering each other's questions. The 
third and final dimension of the coach-athlete relationship identified by 
Poczwardowski et al. (2002) is centred on the caring aspect of the relationship. This 
may include the sharing of stories that are not related to the sporting arena and 
hence relate to the coach and athlete's pnvate lives. It involves actions such as the 
showing of concern, reassurance and doing favours for one's sporting partner. 
In order to develop a theoretical framework of the coach-athlete relationship 
based on these dimensiOns, Poczwardowsk1 (1997) conducted a quahtative study 
with coaches and their gymnasts. This research investigated the significance of 
indiv1dual factors (e.g, personahty traits and how individuals interpret acts and 
attribute meaning), interpersonal factors ( e.g , interpersonal needs, interactions, 
negotiation and caring for one another) as well as social/environmental factors (e.g, 
roles, group cohesion and norms). 
As a result, Poczwardowskl et al. (2002) proposed an integrated model, 
wh1ch has 3 key elements The first of these, which is fundamentally based on 
Social Exchange Theory (cf. Murstein, Cerreto & MacDonald, 1977), theorises that, 
in order for a coach-athlete relatwnship to be successful, both the coach and the 
athlete need to perceive that the rewards outwe1gh the costs of the relationship. The 
second contention is that coach-athlete interactions work to find a mutual consensus 
through continual negotlatwn. D' Arrip-Longuevlile, Saury, Fournier and Durand 
(200 I) highlighted the importance of this in their study of coach-athlete interactions 
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in elite archery by concluding that they are characterised by eo-operations that are 
based on shared perceptions and are constructed through negotiations. The third and 
final element ofPoczwardowski et al.'s (2002) model is that the interactions 
between the coach and the athlete continually regulate the members' perceptions of 
the cost/reward ratio of their relationship. 
This approach therefore views the coach-athlete relationship as a recurring 
pattern of care and highlights the importance of relationship-related activities and 
interactions. It also acknowledges the importance of the interpretation and meaning 
that coaches and athletes assign to their relationship. This interpretation is both 
cognitive (i.e., in terms of instructional and technical mformation) and affective (i.e. 
in terms of the social and psychological elements of the relatiOnship). The inclusion 
of the cognitive and affective aspects forms part of a move away from the focus on 
behaviours that is integral to the leadership approaches and to Wylleman' s (2000) 
model. 
This model can be criticised as it focuses heavily on the interactions between 
a coach and an athlete. It may be argued that the members' perceptiOns of the 
relationship are affected by events outside of these interactions, such as injury, 
performance slumps or events in one's personal life, and hence these may be 
neglected by this model Furthermore, It implies that the coach and athlete 
consciously evaluate the costs and rewards associated with their relationship. Such 
cognitive processes may not be salient in the members' thoughts but rather a coach 
and an athlete may have a sense of the quality of their relationship without 
necessarily being able to verbalise the associated underlying rewards and costs. As 
yet, there has been insufficient testing of the validity of this model and hence the 
theoretical assertions of this approach have not been empmcally tested. Until such 
work is completed, it is difficult to justify the adoption ofPoczwardowski et al.'s 
(2002) model in any investigatiOns of the coach-athlete relationship. 
2.2.3. Mageau and Vallerand's (2003) model 
Mageau and Vallerand (2003) present a model, which focuses on the 
motivational aspect of the coach-athlete relationship. It considers the ways via 
which a coach has the potential to have an influence on the motivation of their 
athlete This model suggests that a coach's behaviours are based on four different 
factors. The coach's perception of their athlete's behaviours and motivation 
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combme With the coach's personal onentation towards coaching and the wider 
context in which the coaching is taking place to detennme how a coach behaves. 
Mageau and Vallerand (2003) suggest that an athlete's need for autonomy, 
competence and relatedness are facilitated by a coach's behaviours that focus on 
autonomy-support and the proviswn of structure and involvement. These coaching 
behaviours are also said to promote an athlete's level of intrinsic motivation and the 
self-detennmed aspects of extrinsic motivation. 
This approach does benefit from acknowledging the two-way nature of the 
coach-athlete relationship by acknowledging that the athlete's behaviours and 
motivatiOn has the potential to influence their coach However, although it does 
consider the behavioural and cognitive aspects of the relationship, it does not 
include the potential influence of how the coach and the athlete feel about their 
relationship. It may therefore not provide a complete picture of the content of the 
relationship (cf. Hinde, 1997). Perhaps the main limitation of Mageau and 
Vallerand's (2003) model at present is that there is a lack of research, which has 
operationahsed, tested and applied this approach in order to assess issues of validity 
and reliability. This ensures that it remains in the developmental stage and thus 
merits further investigation in order to become a well-established and utilised 
model 
2.2.4. Jowett's (2005b, 2007) 3+1C conceptualisation 
Jowett's early work on the quality of a coach-athlete relationship employed 
the 3C (i.e., Closeness, Commitment and Complementarity) conceptualisation to 
provide a framework, which guided the collection and analysis of qualitative data 
(e.g., Jowett, 2003; Jowett & Cockerill, 2003; Jowett & Meek, 2000). The 3C 
conceptualisation was developed based on the approach advocated by Kelley et al. 
(1983) who suggested that a dyadic relationship involves a situation in which two 
people's feelings, thoughts and behaviours are mutually and causally inter-
connected. Jowett (2001) reviewed the wider relationship literature to identify 
constructs that could be employed in the operationalisation offeelings, thoughts and 
behaviours. Three constructs were highlighted, which had all received a significant 
amount of theoretical and research focus. Feelings were operationalised as 
'closeness' (e.g., Berscheid, Snyder & Omoto, 1989}, cognitions as eo-orientatiOn 
(e g, Lamg, Phillipson & Lee, 1966) and behaviours as complementarity (Kiesler, 
1997). Thus, the quality of a coach-athlete relationship was conceptualised as the 
situation in which coaches and athletes' feelings (closeness), thoughts (eo-
orientation) and behaviours (complementarity) are mutually and causally inter-
connected. This approach emphasises the interdependent and bi-duectional nature 
of close relationships and adheres to the recommendation of Hmde (I 997) by 
considering the affective (emotiOns), cognitive (thoughts) and behavioural aspects 
of the coach-athlete relationship. 
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The origmal3C conceptualisation of the coach-athlete relationship was 
therefore comprised of3 constructs. closeness (feelings), eo-orientation (thoughts) 
and complementarity (behaviours) This earlier theory was subsequently adapted 
based on the results of a quantitative study conducted by Jowett and Ntoumanis 
(2004), which is discussed in more detail in the next section. Jowett's (2005b, 2007) 
3+1C conceptualisation of the coach-athlete relationship retains the closeness 
(feelings) and complementanty (behaviours) constructs contained within the 
origmal 3Cs. The original conceptualisation of eo-orientation was adapted to form 
the +I element of the new theory and the cognitive construct was re-labelled as 
commihnent. Each of these four constructs are now considered in more detail. 
Jowett (2005b, 2007) operationalises the affective element of the coach-
athlete relationship as closeness. This refers to the feelings that the coach and 
athlete associate with their relationship. It therefore relates to issues such as whether 
the coach and the athlete like, trust, respect and appreciate each other. Closeness, 
and mtimacy, are both topics, which have been extensively researched within social 
psychology ( e g. Mashek & Aron, 2004 ). A sporting example of closeness may be a 
coach/athlete being able to trust their sporting partner when sharing personal 
information with them and feeling happy that they will not then discuss it with other 
people. A lack of closeness, in contrast, may be exemplified by a feeling that a 
coach or athlete cannot trust their sporting partner. 
The cognitive aspect of the coach-athlete relationship is operationalised as 
commitment (Jowett, 2005b, 2007). It relates to the members' thoughts regarding 
their intentions to maintain the coach-athlete relationship, both now and in the 
future Thus, it concerns the extent to which a coach and an athlete are motivated to 
work with one another currently and whether they thmk that they would hke to 
continue working with their coach/athlete during the next season and beyond 
Commihnent has been studied a great deal within close relatiOnships, particularly by 
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Rusbult and her colleagues (e.g., Rusbult, Martz & Agnew, 1998). Commitment m a 
sporting sense is exemplified by a coach or an athlete discussing goals for the future 
and potentially signing a contract to pledge one's commitment to stay in the 
relationship for a significant period of time. A lack of commitment may be shown 
by a coach or an athlete thmkmg that they no longer want to work with their athlete 
or coach and considering terminating the relationship. 
Complementarity is the operatlonalisation of the behavwural aspect of the 
coach-athlete relationship (Jowett, 2005b, 2007), and concerns the members' co-
operative and correspondmg behaviours of affiliation ( e g an athlete's friendly and 
responsive behaviour during training attracts friendly and responsive behaviour 
from their coach. Complementarity is a term, which was first developed by Kiesler 
(1997) in research, which addresses the relationship between a therapist and their 
clients. In sporting terms, an example of complementarity may be the case in which 
an athlete turns up on time for training with the right eqmpment and ready to put in 
significant effort during the subsequent training session. Non-complementarity may 
therefore be manifested as arriving late for training and having forgotten relevant 
eqmpment such as one's football boots or shin-pads. 
Closeness (feelings), commitment (thoughts) and complementarity 
(behaviours) are the 3 'C's Within Jowett's (2005b, 2007) 3+1C conceptuahsat10n of 
the coach-athlete relationship. Within the general psychology literature, these 
constructs have traditionally been studied independently. The 3+ 1 C model 
integrates these three constructs to suggest that athletes and coaches feelings 
('Closeness'), thoughts ('Commitment') and behaviours ('Complementarity') are 
causally and mutually interconnected. Therefore, the feelings, thoughts and 
behaviours of a coach are theorised to influence, and are influenced by, the feelings, 
thoughts and behaviours of their athlete, and v1ce versa. 
The'+ 1' or 'mterconnected', aspect of the coach-athlete relationship is 
operationahsed as Co-onentation. This IS a concept, which was first developed by 
Newcomb (1953). eo-orientation refers to the coach and athlete's interpersonal 
perceptions regarding the quality of their relationship. It considers the members' 
views regarding their relationship from both a direct and a m eta perspective (cf. 
Laing et al., 1966). The direct perspective focuses on how a coach/athlete feels, 
thinks and behaves regarding their sporting relationship. It is comprised of direct 
closeness (e.g, whether a coach/athlete likes his/her athlete/coach), direct 
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commitment (e.g., whether a coach/athlete is committed to his/her athlete/coach) 
and direct complementanty (e.g., whether the coach/athletes believes that they are 
co-operative when they are With his/her athlete/coach). The meta perspective 
assesses how a coach/athlete perceives their athlete/coach feels, thinks and behaves 
regardmg their sportmg relationship. It therefore consists of m eta closeness ( e g , 
whether a coach/athlete perceives his/her athlete/coach likes him/her), meta 
commitment (e.g., whether a coach/athlete perceives his/her athlete/coach to be 
committed to him/her) and meta complementarity (e g., whether a coach/athlete 
perceives his/her athlete/coach is co-operative with him/her). 
Jowett's (2005b, 2007) 3+ I C conceptualisation benefits from adhering to 
Berscheid's (I999) recommendation to relationship researchers to "think 
dyadically" (p 261 ). It also acknowledges the importance of considering the 
affective, cognitive and behavioural aspects of the coach-athlete dyad1c relationship, 
as advocated by Hinde (1997). However, the main benefit of Jowett's (2005b, 2007) 
conceptuahsat10n is the extensive qualitative (e g, Jowett & Frost, 2008; Jowett & 
Timson-Katchis, 2005) and quantitative (e g., Jowett & Chaundy, 2004; Jowett & 
Ntoumanis, 2004) investigations, which have provided a significant amount of 
support for the validity of the 3+ I C conceptualisation. 
There are therefore a number of models, which have taken a relationship 
approach to the conceptuahsatiOn of the coach-athlete relationship. Due to the 
limitations associated with the alternative approaches, and the extensive research, 
which has been conducted regarding Jowett's (2005b, 2007) 3+1C 
conceptualisation, it is Jowett's model, which under-pins and guides the four 
studies, which comprise this thesis. 
2.3. Research related to the 3+1Cs conceptualisation 
A significant amount of research has been conducted during the 
development, validation and application of Jowett' s (2005b, 2007) 3+ I C 
conceptualisation. This section will discuss this work with reference to 3 key areas. 
Firstly, the qualitative research, which has employed Jowett's original 3Cs and 
3+1Cs conceptualisations will be outlined. Secondly, the development and 
validation of the coach-athlete relationship questionnaires (CART-Qs· Jowett, in 
press; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004), and the associated creation of the 3+IC 
conceptualisation, Will be descnbed. Finally, the quantitative research, which has 
utilised the CART-Q will be discussed. 
2.3.1. Qualitative research 
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The 3Cs (i.e., closeness, eo-orientation and complementarity) have been 
used to structure interviews with elite athletes. For example, Jowett & Cockerill 
(2003) interviewed 12 athletes who had all won an Olympic medal between 1968 
and 1988. The nature and significance of the coach-athlete relationship was 
investigated using the interpersonal constructs of Closeness, eo-orientatiOn and 
Complementarity. Themes relating to closeness (e.g. trust and respect), co-
onentation (e g. common goals) and complementarity (in terms of roles and tasks) 
were identified. The athletes disclosed that frequent and good quality 
communication With their coaches facilitated the development and maintenance of 
eo-orientation within theu coach-athlete relationship, which in turn was viewed as 
aiding their own performance and subsequent Olympic success. Some evidence was 
also provided for the negative aspects of the 3Cs distance (e g. the sense of being 
alone in the relatiOnship), lack of eo-orientation (e.g. having different goals) and 
antl-complementanty (e.g. acting in an unfriendly way when around one another). 
Further research on the 3Cs, which involved interviews with elite athletes 
was reported by Philippe and Seiler (2006) Interviews were conducted with 5 elite 
SWiss sWimmers. The participants all discussed their positive relationships with 
their coaches With reference to respect and appreciation (closeness), having 
common objectives (eo-orientation) and establishmg and acceptmg roles within the 
relationship (complementarity). 
The 3Cs have also provided a framework upon which interviews with 
independent coaches and athletes have been based. For example, Trzaskoma-
Bicserdy, Bognar, Revesz and Geczi (2007) conducted interviews with 12 elite male 
Hunganan coaches and 3 Hungarian Olympic medallists. The participants were all 
involved in individual sports (i e. Kayaking, Swimming and Wrestlmg). Trzaskoma-
Bicserdy et al. (2007) concluded that the content of a coach-athlete relatiOnship is 
determined more by the characteristics and needs of the athletes than the specific 
characteristics of the sport, which they are involved in 
Qualitative research with coach-athlete dyads has also used the 3Cs This 
research has focused on typical and atypical dyads. Typical dyads are those, which 
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are only connected through their sportmg relat10nsh1p In contrast, atypical 
relationships relate to dyads, which are not only coach and athlete but they also 
have another Significant relationship. In other words, they may also have a familial 
relationship (e.g., father and daughter or brother and sister), a romantic relationship 
(e.g., they are a dating or married couple) or professional relationship (e g, business 
colleagues or lecturer and student). Examples of atyp1cal coach-athlete relationslups 
within the Tennis world are provided by Richard Williams (father), who is the 
coach of Venus and Serena Williams (daughters) and Tony Nadal (Uncle), who 
coaches Rafael Nadal (nephew). 
An example of a research project, which focused on atypical coach-athlete 
relationships was reported by Jowett and Meek (2000). Jowett & Meek (2000) 
conducted a study involving four Greek coach-athlete dyads who were also married. 
In depth interviews were conducted based on the mterpersonal constructs of 
closeness, eo-orientation and complementarity (3Cs) A content analysis of the data 
revealed quahtat1ve support for the salience of the 3Cs within these married coach-
athlete dyads. Closeness was evidenced by feelings such as trust, liking and carmg 
about one's sporting partner. eo-orientation was reflected by thoughts such as 
wanting to work with one another and sharing an ethos of hard work and having 
common goals. Complementarity was evidenced by the coach and the athlete 
perceivmg that they had complementary roles and that they acted in an affiliative 
manner, which was demonstrated by the adoption of a friendly stance and 
respondmg to each other's efforts. This study therefore provided some qualitative 
evidence of the importance of the 3Cs within an atypical coach-athlete relationship. 
Jowett and Meek (2000) also highlighted the potentially negative consequences of 
an atypical relationship. The potential for there to be a difficulty in separating 
between these dual connections was identified. The coach-athlete relatiOnShip was 
found to impact on the husband-wife relatiOnship resultmg in confl1ctual 
interactions at home. 
Research involving a typical coach-athlete dyad has also employed the 3Cs 
conceptualisation and has highlighted the potentially negative side of the sporting 
partnership. Jowett (2003) reports a case study of a coach-athlete dyad, which had 
experienced some relational problems after the athlete had won an Olympic medal. 
Although some evidence of the 3Cs were salient, these appeared to be out-weighed 
by a number of negative interpersonal factors. It was revealed that the relationship 
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was characterised by feelings of distance ( e g. not feeling part of the relationship), 
lack of eo-orientation (e.g. disagreements and no longer sharing the same goals) and 
anti-complementarity ( e g. anger and frustration as well as there being an inequality 
in terms of the influence that the coach and athlete had on each other). Poor 
communication and an increase in the number of negative interactions characterised 
the dyad and this ultimately led to the coach and athlete terminating their sporting 
relationship (Jowett, 2003). 
More recently, research has built upon the work, which has involved 
interviews with athletes and coach-athlete dyads to consider coach-athlete-parent 
triads. Jowett and Timson-Katchis (2005) conducted the first study within the 
coach-athlete research domain that involved the interviewing of triads. Five athletes 
were interviewed along with their coach and a parent. The potential influence that a 
parent can have on the coach-athlete relationship was highlighted. Specifically, the 
parent was found to provide informational, opportunity and emotional support. The 
informatiOnal support may relate to the parent finding out information about local 
clubs and competitions and helping to plan the athlete's sport participation. Parents 
were also found to provide their children With the opportunity to participate and 
compete in sport and to be part of the coach-athlete relationship. This may involve 
financial support ( e g. the buying of equipment and the paying of membership fees) 
or temporal support (e.g. taking the child to training sessions or competitions and 
spending time supportmg their child). Emotional support may be exemplified by the 
parent listening and encouraging their child during difficult times It was concluded 
that the parent can Significantly influence the coach-athlete relationship but that the 
mfluence must be maintamed at an appropriate level and that over-involvement or 
under-involvement may result in significant problems for the coach-athlete 
relationship. 
Further qualitative research has been conducted, which used Jowett's 
(2005b, 2007) 3+ 1 C conceptualisation (i.e., closeness, commitinent, 
complementarity and eo-orientation) as a theoretical framework to guide the 
interview and subsequent data analysis. For example, Jowett (2008a) conducted a 
case study with an international athlete and her coach, who was also her father. 
Further support was gained for all four elements of Jowett's (2005b, 2007) model. 
Both the coach and the athlete discussed the presence of issues related to closeness 
(e g. respect), commitment (e.g. a long term intention to work together), 
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complementarity ( e g. co-operating with each other) and eo-orientation (e.g. having 
a shared understandmg). Although the strength of the connection between the coach 
and the athlete was found to be facilitated by their father-daughter relationship, 
difficulties were highlighted in distinguishing between the coach-athlete and the 
father-daughter relationship (Jowett, 2008a). 
Jowett and Frost (2008) also employed the 3+ 1 C conceptualisation in a 
qualitative study. The framework was used to guide semi-structured interviews with 
ehte black professional footballers who had white coaches. The players' race was 
found to impact upon the quality of their relationships with their coaches. For 
instance, in terms of closeness, the footballers reported that they did not perceive 
that their coaches afforded them the respect, which they had earned. Participants 
also revealed that they viewed coach-player communication as being important but 
that they believed that the level of openness between themselves and their coach 
was inhibited due to the fact that they perceived there to be a risk that they would be 
misunderstood. They also felt that the coach did not provide them with the level of 
support, which was required Although race was found to impact closeness, 
communication and support, it was reported that it did not have an influence on the 
players' level of commitment within their dyadic relationships. 
2.3.2. Measuring the quality of a coach-athlete relationship 
A number of different measures have been developed, which are designed to 
measure the quality of a relationship between two people. Many of these assess the 
quality of a marital or romantic relationship such as the Mantal Adjustment Test 
(Locke and Wallace, 1959), the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976) and the 
Triangular Theory of Love questiOnnaire (Sternberg, 1986). However, measures 
have also been developed to measure the quality of close relationships in more 
general terms such as the Quality of Relationship Inventory (Pierce, Sarason 
Sarason & Solky-Butzel, 1997). More recently, Jowett and Ntoumanis (2004) 
developed the Coach-Athlete Relationship Questionnaire (CART-Q), which 
measures an athlete's or a coach's perceptions regarding the quality of their coach-
athlete relationship. The development of Jowett and Ntoumanis' (2004) CART-Q 
was compnsed of four stages, which served to test the reliability and validity of the 
questionnaire. 
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The first of these centred on item generation. Each of the qualitative studies, 
which had used the 3Cs to investigate the coach-athlete relationship were reviewed 
(e.g., Jowett, 2003; Jowett & Cockerill, 2003; Jowett & Meek, 2003). This enabled 
the generation of 1tems, which were designed to measure closeness, eo-orientation 
or complementarity. As a result, a pool of39 items was created with 13 items being 
designed to measure closeness, 13 for eo-orientation and 13 for complementarity. 
The second developmental stage involved these 39 items being shown to an expert 
panel in order to assess their content validity. As such, members of the panel 
indicated, which of the 3Cs they felt each item best represented. Based on the 
feedback provided by the expert panel, 16 items were deleted, which left a total of 
23 1tems; 7 of which were designed to measure closeness, 7 for eo-orientation and 9 
for complementarity. 
In the third stage, these 23 items were administered to a sample of 120 
coaches and athletes Two items, which measured the respondents' satisfaction with 
their relationship were also included to provide a cnterion variable in the 
assessment of the concurrent validity of the CART-Q. A Principal Components 
Analysis (PCA) was conducted on the 23 items in order to identify the underlymg 
latent factor structure and to provide evidence upon which 1tems with low loadings 
or high cross-loadings could be deleted. Items were also deleted, wh1ch did not 
conceptually fit with the other items, which loaded on the same factor. As a result, 
of this analysis, 12 Items were deleted, which revealed a 3-factor structure. 
Statistical support was found for factors representing closeness ( 4 items) and 
complementarity ( 4 items). However, the items on the third factor did not appear to 
measure the construct of co-onentation. Based on a further review of the hterature, 
1t was concluded that the items on this third factor were better represented by the 
label 'commitment'. This is a construct, which has been studied within interpersonal 
relationships and is conceptuahsed as relating to the intention of a person to stay 
within a relationship now and in the future (e g, Rusbult et al., 1998). It was 
concluded that the third factor measured commitment and it contained 3 items. 
The fourth stage of the development and validation of the CART-Q involved 
the !l-item questionnaire bemg administered to 214 coaches and athletes along with 
the 2 items, which measured respondents' satisfaction with their relatiOnship. 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CF A) was employed to test the fit of different 
theoretical models to the data. Two of these models had equivalent and satisfactory 
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model fit statistics. The first of these hypothesised a first-order 3 factor structure 
with the factors representmg closeness, commitment and complementanty. The 
second good-fitting model proposed a hierarchical structure in which the 3 first 
order factors of closeness, commitment and complementarity were subsumed under 
a higher order factor, which was hypothesised to represent a general relatwnship 
quality factor. The model fit statistics of both of these models were the same: 
Robust Comparative Fit Index (RCFI) = .96, Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) = .94, 
Standard Route Mean-Square Residual (SRMR) = 05 and Route Mean-Square 
Error of Approximation (RMSEA) = .09. It was concluded that as these model fit 
indices were equivalent, support had been demonstrated for the hierarchical model 
of the coach-athlete relationship (Jowett & Ntournanis, 2004). 
Coach and athletes' perceptwns of the quality of their coach-athlete 
relationship were also found to be correlated with their level of satisfaction. This 
constituted some evidence of the concurrent validity of the CART-Q (Jowett & 
Ntournanis, 2004) Overall, Jowett and Ntournan1s' (2004) study developed an 11 
item self-report measure, which assesses respondents' perceptions of the quality of 
theu coach-athlete relationship in terms of closeness ( 4 items; e g 'I respect my 
coach/athlete'), commitment (3 items; e.g. 'I am committed to my coach/athlete') 
and complementanty (4 1tems; e.g. 'When I am coached by/coaching my 
coach/athlete, I am ready to do my best). Evidence of the content, factorial and 
concurrent validity of the newly developed measure was demonstrated and each of 
the CART-Qs' sub-scales were all found to be internally reliable All of the 1tems 
contained within Jowett and Ntournanis' (2004) CART-Q are displayed in Table 
2.3. 
Based on Jowett and Ntournan1s' (2004) study, the 3C conceptualisation was 
expanded to include commitment Th1s created the 3+ I C conceptualisation with eo-
orientation being re-conceptualised as the '+I' element of the new model (Jowett, 
2005b, 2007). The conceptualisatwn of 'eo-orientation' was thus changed and rather 
than representmg the cognitive element of the coach-athlete relationship, 1t was 
viewed as the coach's and athlete's direct and meta perceptions regarding the 
quality of their relationship. 
Jowett (in press) developed, and gained validity ev1dence for a meta 
perspective version of the !l-item CART-Q. The items, which comprise this meta 
perspective version of the CART-Q are shown in Table 2.3. The new instrument 
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was very similar to the direct version but the 1tems were re-worded such that they 
involved participants reporting how they believed their sporting partner feels, thinks 
and behaves. It therefore measures meta closeness (e g., 'My coach/athlete likes 
me'), meta commitment (e g, 'My coach/athlete is committed to me') and meta 
complementarity (e g., 'When I am coached by/coaching my coach/athlete, he/she is 
ready to do his/her best'). Thus, for each of the direct 1tems, a meta item was 
created, wh1ch allowed statements to be phrased in a way that considers how a 
coach or athlete believes the other member feels, thinks or behaves. 
Table 2-3 Items contained within the coach-athlete relationship questionnaire 
Direct perspective Meta perspective 
Closeness 1tems 
I hke my coach/athlete 
I trust my coach/athlete 
I respect my coach/athlete 
I appreciate the sacrifices my 
coach/athlete has experienced to 
improve performance 
My coach/athlete hkes me 
My coach/athlete trusts me 
My coach/athlete respects me 
My coach/athlete appreciates the 
sacrifices I have experienced to improve 
performance 
Commitment 1tems 
I am committed to my coach/athlete 
I am close to my coach/athlete 
I th1nk that my sport career is 
promising with my coach/athlete 
My coach/athlete IS committed to me 
My coach/athlete is close to me 
My coach/athlete believes that h1s/her 
sport career is promismg with me 
Complementarity 
When I am coached by/coaching my When I am coached by/coaching my 
coach/athlete, I am ready to do my best coach/athlete, he/she is ready to do 
his/her best 
When I am coached by/coaching my 
coach/athlete, I am at ease 
When I am coached by/coachmg my 
coach/athlete, I adopt a friendly stance 
When I am coached by/coaching my 
When I am coached by/coaching my 
coach/athlete, he/she is at ease 
When I am coached by/coaching my 
coach/athlete, he/she adopts a 
friendly stance 
When I am coached by/coachmg my 
coach/athlete, I am responsive to 
his/her efforts 
coach/athlete, he/she is responsive to 
my efforts 
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The !l-item meta-perspective CART-Q has demonstrated corresponding 
factor structure with that of the direct CART-Q. Jowett (in press) has found that the 
latent structure comprised of three first order factors (meta closeness, meta 
commitment and meta complementarity) has an excellent fit to the data (CFI = 1.00, 
SRMR = 04 and RMSEA = .00). A second model, which also contained a higher 
order factor, which represented a general meta relationship quality factor also had 
acceptable fit indices (CFI = 0.95, SRMR = .04 and RMSEA = .07). Subsequent 
empirical research has leant further support to the validity of the CART -Q direct 
and meta versions (e.g., Olympiou, Jowett, & Duda, in press). 
The inclusion of the duect and meta versions of the CART-Q afforded the 
calculation of 3 elements of co-onentation; actual similarity, assumed similarity and 
empathic understanding (cf. Laing et al. 1966). Actual similarity involves the 
comparison of a coach and an athlete's direct perspectives and therefore assesses 
whether the members of a given dyad feel, think and behave in similar ways. It 
could be calculated, for example, by assessmg the correspondence between a coach 
and their athlete's responses to the item 'I hke my coach/athlete' 
Assumed similarity concerns how similar a member perceives their feelings, 
thoughts and behaviours are to those of their coach/athlete. It involves the 
comparison of an individual's direct and meta perspectives oftheir coach-athlete 
relationship. It could be measured, for instance, by companng an athlete's response 
to the items 'I am committed to my coach' and 'My coach is committed to me' 
Empathic understanding refers to how accurate an individual is in terms of 
reporting how their coach/athlete is feeling, thinking and behaving. For example, an 
athlete's duect perspective (e.g. 'I like my coach') is compared With their coach's 
equivalent meta perception (e.g. 'My athlete likes me') such that the correspondence 
between these two v1ews can be assessed 
The importance of considering cultural factors was highlighted by Jowett 
and Ntoumanis (2003) who developed the Greek Coach-athlete relationship 
questionnaire (GR-CART-Q). The GR-CART-Q (Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2003) is a 
culture-specific version of the CART-Q designed to be completed by Greek coaches 
and athletes. 
44 
Jowett (2006) reported evidence of the factorial validity of both the direct 
and a newly developed meta version of the GR-CART-Q (Jowett & Ntoumanis, 
2003). Data were collected from a sample of280 Greek participants (140 coaches 
and 140 athletes). The fit of the hierarchical model to the data was assessed for 
coaches and athletes separately. The hierarchical model theorises that there is a 
higher order factor, which represents a general relationship quality factor and 3 first 
order factors, which represent closeness, commitment and complementarity. For the 
direct perspective, Comparative Fit Indices (CFI) of .91 (for athletes) and .88 (for 
coaches) and the Standardised Route Mean-Square Residuals (SRMR) of .05 (for 
athletes and .06 (for coaches) indicated that the model approached an adequate fit to 
the data. Satisfactory fit indices were reported for the meta perspective of the GR-
CART-Q (Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2003) with the CFis being 94 for both the coach 
and athlete groups and the SRMRs being 08 for the athletes and .05 for the coaches. 
This constitutes some evidence of the factorial validity of the direct and m eta 
perspective versions of the GR-CART-Q (Jowett, 2006; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 
2003). The fact that a culture-specific version of the CART-Q has been developed 
highlights the importance of considering cultural influences and further research is 
required to gain evidence of the validity of the CART -Qs in other cultures. 
2.3.3. Quantitative research 
A wide range of studies have employed the direct and/or meta perspective 
versions of the coach-athlete relationship questionnaires (CART-Q: Jowett, in press, 
Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004). These studies will be outlined m three sections. The 
first section will consider research, which has investigated the role of individual 
factors within the coach-athlete relationship (e g, gender). The second section Will 
d1scuss research regarding the role of relationship factors ( e g., empathy), whilst the 
third sectwn will consider the studies, which have used the CART -Qs to assess the 
mfluence of environmental factors (e.g., team cohesion). 
Research has been conducted in order to assess the role of individual factors 
m terms of the coach-athlete relationship. Research has indicated links between 
respondents' perceptions of the quality of their coach-athlete relationship and their 
level of satisfaction. For example, Jowett and Don-Carolis (2003) investigated the 
associations between perceptions of the quality of a coach-athlete relationship and 
satisfaction. This study focused on the perceptions of athletes who primarily 
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participated in team sports. Correlations indicated that there were significant and 
positive relationships between perceived commitment and complementanty and 
perceptions regarding the athletes' level of satisfaction. In contrast, the athletes' 
self-report of their level of closeness with theu coach was not found to be correlated 
With their level of satisfactiOn The hnk between perceived relationship quality and 
satisfaction was further supported by the results of Jowett and Ntournanis' (2004) 
validation study, which were discussed above. 
Perceptions of relationship quality have also been found to be correlated 
with athletes' physical self-concept. Jowett (2008b) administered both the direct 
(Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004) and the meta (Jowett, m press) perspective versions of 
the CART-Q and the Elite Athlete Self Description Questionnaire (EASDQ: Marsh, 
Hay, Johnson & Perry, 1997) to a sample of 303 ehte adolescent athletes who were 
aged between 12 and 18. A series of regression analyses revealed that the athletes' 
perceptions regarding the quahty of their relationship could predict a significant 
amount of the variance in their physical self-concept. This finding was particularly 
strong for the relatively more developed coach-athlete relationships. 
LeFraniere et al. (m press) investigated the correlation between perceptions 
of the quality of a coach-athlete relationship and an athletes' passion for their sport. 
Vallerand (2007) draws the distinction between 'harmonious' and 'obsessive' 
passiOn Harmonious passion is described as the type of passion, which enables an 
individual to willingly participate within their sport Obsessive passion, in contrast, 
is the form of passion in which an individual's drive to participate in a sport is 
controlled by an internal force. Positive correlations were found between each of the 
CART-Qs sub-scales and harmonious passiOn. Obsessive passion was only found to 
be positively correlated with an athlete's perceptions oftheu coach-athlete 
relationship in terms of direct closeness and duect commitment. It was concluded 
that an athlete's view of their relationship appeared to be more strongly related to 
their level of harmonious passion relative to obsessive passion 
This body of research has indicated that the quality of a coach-athlete 
relationship is related to a number of individual factors It has pnmanly focused on 
athlete's perceptions and hence it would be mteresting to investigate whether such 
relatiOnships are salient for coaches. 
The CART-Qs (Jowett, in press; Jowett & Ntournanis, 2004) have also been 
used to mvestigate how the quality of a coach-athlete relationship is related to 
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relational factors. For instance, Jowett and Clark-Carter (2006) used the CART-Qs 
to assess the dimensions of eo-orientation, namely empathic understanding, 
assumed Similarity and actual similarity. Jowett and Clark-Carter (2006) 
administered the CART-Q, in both the direct (Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004) and meta 
(Jowett, m press) perspective formats, to 121 coaches and athletes. Athletes were 
found to show higher levels of empathic understanding in terms of closeness 
relative to coaches. It was also reported that athletes and coaches from newly 
developed relationships were also found to have higher levels of empathic 
understanding Female respondents were found to have higher levels of assumed 
SJmJlanty relative to males. This study provided some evidence of the importance of 
considering eo-orientation within the coach-athlete relationship 
Lorimer and Jowett (in press) have conducted research to mvestigate 
empathy in the coach-athlete relationship. Lorimer and Jowett (in press) filmed 60 
coach-athlete dyads during training sessions. The participants then viewed clips of 
their training and reported how they had felt and thought at different times, as well 
as makmg inferences about how their coach/athlete had been feeling and thinking. 
Empathic accuracy was then assessed through a comparison of these self-reports 
and mferences A positive association was found between participants' m eta 
perceptiOns of the quality of their coach-athlete relationship and their level of 
empathic understanding. Higher levels of empathic understanding were also found 
to be linked with greater levels of participants' satisfaction. 
The length of the coach-athlete relationship IS another relational factor, 
which appears to have a significant influence. Jowett & Gale (2002) distributed the 
CART-Q to 34 athletes and 19 coaches, all of whom were involved at a National 
level. Participants were grouped m terms of whether they were in a relatively new 
relationship (less than 3 years) or m a well-established relationship (over 4 years). 
Significantly higher levels of commitJnent were reported within the group of well-
established relationships Despite the relatively small sample size, this research 
demonstrates that the length of time that a coach and an athlete have been working 
together has the potential to influence their perceptions. 
Further research has demonstrated that the coach-athlete relationship is 
dynamic and hence has the potential to change over time. Olympiou (2006) 
conducted one of the few longitudinal stud1es that have focused on perceptions of 
the quality of a coach-athlete relatiOnship Jowett and Ntoumanis' (2004) CART-Q 
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was admirustered to 114 university athletes at 3 time points during a season. The 
athletes' direct perceptions of the level of closeness, commitment and 
complementarity were found to significantly decrease over the 3 time points. This 
suggests that they perceived a decline m the quality of their relationship With their 
coach over the season. Sigmficant decreases were also reported in terms of the 
athletes' meta perceptions of their coach's level of complementarity. This indicates 
that the participants' believed that their coach had become less complementary over 
the season. Thus, the CART-Qs (Jowett, in press; Jowett & Ntournanis, 2004) have 
been used in a range of research studies, which have demonstrated links between 
relationship quality and other relational factors. 
The CART-Qs (Jowett, in press; Jowett & Ntournanis, 2004) have also been 
utilised to highlight the importance of considering the wider environmental context 
WJthm which a coach and an athlete interact. For example, research has been 
conducted in order to assess the associations between an athletes' perception of the 
quality of their relationship with their coach and the motivational climate, which is 
created by that coach. Deci & Ryan (2000) suggested that a coach can facilitate an 
autonomy (democratic) or control (autocratic) based environment. Their choice Will 
depend upon their own motivation and this will in turn effect their athlete's 
motivation. 
Olympiou et al. (in press) administered the direct (Jowett & Ntournanis, 
2004) and meta (Jowett, in press) perspective verswns of the CART-Q to 591 
British athletes. It was found that the CART-Qs' sub-scales could predict a 
significant amount of the variance in athletes' perceptions regarding a Task-
orientated coach-created motivational climate. Thus, the CART-Qs have helped to 
highlight the importance of considering the Wider motivational climate, which is 
created by the coach and the mfluence that this has on the quality of the 
relationships that the coach has With their athletes 
Team sports present the added complexity of team mates and the importance 
ofhavmg a cohesive team has been highlighted by Carron, Eys & Burke (2007). 
The team environment is likely to involve different factors having an influence on 
the athlete relative to athletes who are involved in individual sports. Some research 
has compared the perceptions of athletes in team and individual sports. Sahminen 
and Liukkonen (1996) found that athletes in team sports perceived their coaches 
differently With reference to autocratic behaviours relative to athletes from 
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individual sports. Jowett & Chaundy (2004) admimstered the direct perspective of 
the CART-Q (Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004), the Leadership Scale for Sport (LSS: 
Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980) and the Group Environment Questionnaire (GEQ: 
Carron, Widmeyer & Brawley, 1985) to Ill university athletes from team sports. It 
was found that a greater level of variance in team cohesion was explained when 
relationship factors were combined with leadership factors relative to leadership 
factors alone. This was particularly the case for task-orientated environments. 
The CART-Qs, in both the direct (Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004) and meta 
forms (Jowett, in press), have therefore been used to mvestigate a range of 
individual, relational and environmental factors in relation to their association with 
the coach-athlete relationship. The present research will build upon and expand this 
body of work by developing an expanded version of the CART-Q. This newly 
developed measure can then combme With the origmal CART-Qs to meet the 
differing needs of sport psychology consultants and researchers. 
This section has demonstrated that there is an extensive amount of research, 
which has been conducted regarding Jowett's (2005b, 2007) 3+1C 
conceptualisation. The qualitative research regardmg the 3C and the 3+ 1 C 
conceptualisations was considered. The development and initial validatiOn of the 
coach-athlete relatiOnship questionnaires was also discussed and the research, which 
has employed the CART-Qs was also described. 
Although this body of research has vastly expanded our understanding of the 
content and correlates of the coach-athlete relationship, there remains great scope 
for further research to be conducted (Jowett & Poczwardowski, 2007). As our 
knowledge of th1s relationship grows, so too can the measures, which are employed 
to assess the quality of the relationship. Also, there is now a need to consider the 
strategies, which can be used to develop and maintain the quality of a coach-athlete 
relationship. Such information could make a significant contribution to coach and 
athlete education programmes and ultimately to the quality of coach-athlete 
relationships. It could also be used m the development of interventions, which aim 
to enhance the quality of a relationship between a coach and an athlete. These are all 
topics, which will be addressed by the present research. 
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2.4. Relationship Enhancement Programmes (REPs) 
The quality of the relationships that an individual has With those around 
them have the potential to not only affect that individual but to also have Wider 
implications Thus, having harmonious relationships can positively affect 
relationship members' families, communities and society as a whole (Lillard & 
Waite, 1995). Similarly, discordant relatiOnshipS can have a negative impact on 
individuals, families and society (Stahmann & Salts, 1993). For that reason, 
numerous researchers have turned their attention to the creation of programmes that 
aim to enhance the quality of diverse dyadic relationships mcluding romantic and 
marital (e.g, Adam & Gingras, 1982), as well as familial (e.g., Guemey, 1977) and 
friendship relationships ( e g , Stanley, Markman, Peters & Lieber, 1995). This 
section Will first outline the development, implementation and evaluation of 
relationship enhancement programmes before considering the limited research 
regarding programmes, which have been constructed with a view to enhancmg 
sporting relationships. 
Traditionally, efforts to optimize the quality of close relationships have 
taken a "cure" rather than a "prevention" approach Relationship problems were 
usually treated through therapy when negative consequences for the relationship 
members or significant others have become salient 1ssues (Hahlweg & Markman, 
1988). More recently, the focus has shifted towards emphasising "prevention" rather 
than "cure" through teaching mterpersonal and social skills (Stanley et al., 1995). 
The educational nature of the information contained in these so-called prevention 
programmes, generally known as "Relationship Enhancement Programmes", aims 
to opt1m1ze relationship quality (Carroll & Doherty, 2003) 
Subsequently, Relat10nsh1p Enhancement Programmes (REPs) have been 
defined as " ... those that aim to improve the relationship between two people" 
(Reardon-Anderson, Stagner, Macomber & Murray, 2005, p. 2). The delivery of 
these programmes can take many forms mcluding, education, therapy, enrichment, 
premarital preparation and counsellmg. It was after the 2°d World War that these 
programmes first made their appearance where the focus was on college classes or 
teaching from community clergy or counsellors (Stahmann & Hibert, 1987). 
Rev1ews of the early work on REPs have highlighted significant limitations in terms 
of the theoretical basis, the skills and training of those delivering the programmes or 
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courses, the content covered and the evaluative techniques employed (Bagarozzi & 
Rauen, 1981; Schumm & Denton, 1979). Furthermore, their benefits tended to have 
only short-term effects (Guemey, 1977). Over the subsequent decades, more 
scientific and systematic REPs were developed, Implemented and evaluated (e.g., 
Stanley et al., 1995). 
A systematic review of REPs was conducted recently by Reardon-Anderson 
et al. (2005). They observed that programmes vary in a number of ways. Firstly, 
they have been developed by a range of sponsoring organizations ( e g , academics, 
businesses, churches and government agencies) and are provided in a range of 
locations (e g, hospitals, universities and businesses). Inevitably, these programmes 
differ widely m terms of the curriculum used and the content covered, the learning 
style employed, the target population and the theoretical foundatiOns, which 
underpin them. Nonetheless, Reardon-Anderson et a! 's (2005) systematic review 
concluded that these programmes have significant benefits for dyads in terms of 
both relationship satisfaction and communication effectiveness. Guemey and 
Maxson (1990) in their review of marital and family enrichment programmes 
concluded that such programmes have significant impacts in terms of enhancing the 
capabilities and functioning of both couples and families as a whole. 
2.4.1. Diversifying the use of REPs 
Many researchers have made the claim that, in general, the materials 
contained in relationship enhancement programmes are sufficiently broad to be 
applied to diverse populations and settings (e.g., Stanley et a!, 1995). Specifically, 
Guemey (1977) stated that "relationship enhancement programmes can also be 
adapted for use With non-family relationships as these exist, for example, in 
hosp1tals, industry and schools, such as nurse-patient, supervisor-supervisee, 
student-teacher, administrator-staff, eo-worker and peer relationships" (p. 97) 
Waldo and Harm en (1999) implemented an adapted version of a relationship 
enhancement programme originally developed by Guemey (1977) in a medical 
setting. Doctors, nurses and support staff received a training course, which 
emphasised the importance of non-verbal communication, self-expression, listening 
and empathy. The twenty-two participants reported that the intervention was 
effective and worthwh1le m improving relationships within the1r organisational 
setting. As a result, it is important to encourage researchers to focus on the 
significance, relevance and applicability of the principles of relationship 
enhancement to the sport settmg, as many scholars in other disciplines have done 
this with success. 
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Limited research has been conducted within the sporting environment to 
evaluate the implementation of mterventions or educational programmes, which 
have the potential to directly or mdirectly affect interpersonal relationships. 
Generally, the work that has been conducted revolves around two main areas; (a) 
team building (e.g, Dunn & Holt, 2004) and (b) coach leadership (e.g., Coatsworth 
& Conroy, 2006). Both areas tend to focus on the impact they have on relationship 
building at a group or team level rather than focusing on the impact they have at the 
dyadic level. 
One evidence-based and empirically evaluated programme that has 
purported to enhance social support between coaches and their athletes is Coach 
Effectiveness Training (CET: Smith & Smoll, 1996, 1997, 2007) CET was 
developed based on the research associated with Smoll and Smith's (1989) 
Mediational Model of Leadership in sport (MML) Specifically, CET involves the 
provision of a 2-hour workshop that emphasises the importance of creating a 
coaching environment that is supportive, nurturing and encouraging. Subsequently, 
the training that coaches receive educates them in terms of the importance of 
exhibiting supportive and positive behaviours that focus on learning, effort and 
improvement over winning. The training contains further discussion and analysis of 
issues related to problem-solving and how to deal with good play, as well as 
mistakes and misbehaviours. It has predominantly been delivered to coaches who 
work in a youth sport context. 
CET is perhaps the only interventiOn programme that has been subJected to 
numerous empirical evaluations smce Its conception. For example, Smith, Smoll 
and Curtis (1979) found that coaches in the experimental group who had received 
CET used more reinforcement behaviours, which were linked to increases in their 
athletes' self-esteem relative to the control group who had received no training. 
More recently, Coatsworth and Conroy (2006) delivered an adapted CET to 
coaches workmg in a youth swimming league. It was found that the swimmers 
reported Significant increases in their level of self-esteem after the 7 -week period 
with the effect being stronger for girls who started the season with low self-esteem. 
They concluded "training coaches in psychosocial and behavioural principles is an 
effective way of altering coach behaviour and of enhancing the athlete-coach 
relational context" (p. I 73). Although this assertmn may be possible, it is notable 
that research regarding the CET programme has not employed measures of 
perceived relationship quality. Clearly, research is required in order to provide 
evidence upon which confident conclusmns can be drawn regarding the effects of 
such interventions on relahonslup quality. 
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Moreover, a number of intervention programmes have been developed that 
purport to enhance cohesion between team-members. These interventions tend to 
be implemented through activities that involve guiding the recipients to complete a 
task or through a programme of workshops. For example, Martin and Davis (1995) 
delivered a 5-day army training course to 22 elite soccer players and found that it 
had a significant impact on the players' well-being and social cohesion. More 
recently, Dunn and Holt (2004) presented the Personal Disclosure Mutual Sharing 
programme. It involves players or athletes of a team or squad sharing personal 
information about their motivation to be in the group. Dunn and Holt (2004) used 
this technique with a group of27 national-level ice hockey players prior to a 
competition. The participants reported that it was an emotmnal session and one, 
which some felt was a life changmg experience. It reportedly enhanced cohesion as 
well as understanding (both of self and others}, confidence, and the motivation to 
work with each other. The same programme was used with elite female soccer 
players (Holt & Dunn, 2006). It was again found to enhance levels of cohesion, as 
well as understanding and confidence. McC!ure and Foster (1991) gave 15 !-hour 
sessions to a group of I 5 university gymnasts, which involved the discussion of 
issues, which effect personal development. These sessions were found to increase 
both task and social cohesion. 
There are numerous programmes implemented in studies ( e g , Ebbeck & 
Gib bens, 1998; McClure & Foster, 1991; Stevens & Bloom, 2003) that appear to 
have the potential to affect the interpersonal relationships within a group be it 
between coaches and their athletes or between athletes or players. However, 
interpersonal dyadic relationships is rarely the direct focus of the intervention and 
most importantly the effect of the intervention on mterpersonal relationships has not 
directly been measured. 
The only study that we are aware of which has considered the effects of an 
intervention programme on interpersonal relationships was conducted by Bloom 
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and Stevens (2002). The interventiOn involved giving 5 workshops to 45 female 
equestrian athletes regarding leadership and social norms. Although they reported 
no empirical effect on cohesion, qualitative interviews revealed that the intervention 
had improved the quality of communication and relationships within the group of 
athletes. Subsequently, there is a great scope to increase this line of research to 
develop intervention programmes that are directed at enhancing the quality and 
effectiveness of interpersonal relationships in the sport setting. This research could 
have practical ramifications for a wide range of dyad!C relationships including 
coach-athlete, athlete-athlete, parent-child/athlete, peer and friendship relationships. 
The development, implementation and evaluation of relatwnship 
enhancement programmes has been shown to be s1gmficantly more developed in 
other areas of psychology relative to sport psychology (see e.g., Reardon-Anderson 
et al., 2005). Relationships that develop and unfold in the context of sport, such as 
the coach-athlete relationship, may benefit enormously from the knowledge and 
understanding that has been generated in enhancing relationships in these other 
areas of psychology. Indeed, Poczwardowski, Barott and Jowett (2006) have 
advocated diversification in the research on the coach-athlete relationship to benefit 
from research and theoretical frameworks, which have been developed in sport 
psychology's sister disciplmes. 
2.5. Relationship Maintenance 
Relationship Enhancement Programmes (REPs) are therefore deliberate 
attempts to enhance the relationship between two people via a form of mtervention. 
Relationship maintenance, in contrast, relates to the strategies that people can use to 
maintain the quality ofthe1r relationship. A REP may, therefore, involve the 
training of relationship maintenance strateg1es but there remains a clear distmction 
between these two phrases. 
Canary and Stafford (1994) stated that "most people desire long-term, stable 
and satisfying relationships" (p 4). Canary and Stafford (1994) also suggest that 
unless people use effective mamtenance strategies, their relatiOnships wiiJ weaken 
and ultimately end. Moreover, Duck (1986) has explained that the majority of time 
and effort that is invested in personal relationships involves maintaining the 
relationship rather than starting or ending it and hence research and theory is 
merited on how people can effectively maintain and enhance the quality of their 
relationships 
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It may be argued that such sentiments are also applicable to the sporting 
world with coaches and athletes wantmg similarly long-term, stable and satisfying 
relationships and that there IS an eqmvalent need for them to maintain their 
relationship such that It does not weaken and end. In the context of sport, coaches 
and athletes formulate and mamtain their athletic relationship motivated by such 
goals as improving performance and achieving success. Since performance 
accomplishments rarely occur overnight, coaches and athletes are usually required 
to establish a workmg partnership that is long-term, stable and satisfying and thus 
requires maintenance over time (Durand-Bush & Salmela, 2002). Maintenance of 
the coach-athlete relationship is not simple and may necessitate conscious effort 
from both parties, hence it merits the attention of relationship researchers working 
within the sporting arena. This section will outline the conceptualisation of 
relationship maintenance before considenng the limited research, which has 
investigated this issue within professional and sporting partnerships. 
2.5.1. Conceptualising relationship maintenance 
Early research regarding personal relationships tended to focus on 
relationship imtiation or termination (Aylor & Damton, 2004) More recent research 
has focused on what partners do within their relationship to enhance and maintain 
relationship quality DindJa and Canary (1993) have descnbed relatiOnal 
maintenance as the " ... strategies used to keep a relationship in a specified state or 
condition" (p. 163). Wiegel and Ballard-Re1sch (1999) suggested that maintenance 
strategies are the primary method by which people withm close relationships 
mamtain the quality of their relationship. 
Researchers have drawn a d1stmctmn between strategic and routme 
relationship maintenance strategies (Canary & Stafford, 1994; Dainton & Stafford, 
1993; Duck, 1994). Strategic behaviours are conceptualised as those that are 
intentionally chosen and enacted to maintain a relationship (Dainton & Stafford, 
1993) This may include having talks specifically about the relationship or the 
paying of compliments to the partner, spouse or friend. Dainton and Stafford (1993) 
descnbe routine mamtenance strategies as "at a lower level of consciousness than 
strategic behaviours .... not used intentionally for maintenance purposes" (p. 256). 
This includes domestic chores such as cleaning or giving advice regarding a 
personal problem. 
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In a seminal paper within the relationship maintenance literature, Stafford 
and Canary (1991) identified five primary relationship maintenance strategies· 
Positivity, Openness, Assurance, Social Networks and Shared Tasks. Posrtrvity 
concerns actmg cheerfully and being upbeat when around the partner. Openness 
relates to the direct discussion of the relationship and disclosmg what one wants 
from it. Assurance refers to the sending of messages that imply one's commitment 
to the relatiOnship. Socwl Networks involve spendmg time together and interacting 
with mutual friends Finally, Shared Tasks relates to the partners performing 
assigned chores around the house. Canary and Zelley (2000) have added an 
additional two relationship maintenance categories: Conflict Management (i.e. co-
operating when discussing disagreements) and Advrce (i.e. giving one's opm10ns 
regarding the partner's problems). 
Canary and Stafford (1992) suggested that these strategies also "affect the 
nature of the relationship" (p. 9). Over the years, research studies have found 
positive associations with such relationship properties as hking (Canary & Stafford, 
1992), trust (Stafford, Dainton, & Haas, 2000), affimty seekmg (Bell, Daly, & 
Gonzalez, 1987), control mutuality (Canary & Stafford, 1992), love (Stafford, et al. 
2000) and commitment (Canary & Stafford, 1992; Stafford et al., 2000). Research 
has also indicated that maintenance strategies need to be continually performed as 
their absence can lead to a rapid decline in the quality of a relationship (Canary, 
Stafford, & Semic, 2002). Moreover, research into mamtenance strategies has 
md1cated that their use is influenced by an individual's characteristics. For example, 
women have been found to be more hkely to use maintenance strategies than men, 
particularly in the case of openness (e.g., Canary & Stafford, 1992; Damton & 
Stafford, 1993; Ragsdale, 1996). 
Overall, it is believed that these types of relationship maintenance acts are 
used to ensure the continuation of valued relationships through three distinct routes 
(a) the prevention of their decline, (b) their further enhancement, or (c) their repair 
and re-establishment (Canary & Stafford, 1994). Canary and Stafford (1994) have 
ascertained that the use of these strategies can lead to a number of positive 
relatiOnship-related outcomes including mtimacy, commitment, and satisfaction. 
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2.5.2. The diversification of relationship maintenance research 
The initial studies of relationship maintenance centred on dating or married 
couples (e g. Dainton & Stafford, 1993; Stafford & Canary, 1991). However, more 
recently the principles and concepts of relationship mamtenance have been applied 
to parent·child relationships (e g, Punyanunt-Carter, 2006), fnendships (e.g. 
Bippus, & Rollin, 2003) and colleague relationships (e.g., Chen & Peng, 2008). 
Goffman (1969) stated that co-operation within the leader-follower 
relationship is characterised by the maintenance of respect and equity. In Chen and 
Peng's (2008) study, 485 managers completed a questionnaire regarding which 
behaviOurs had a positive and negative effect on relationship enhancement within 
the workplace Help with solving personal and job-related problems, receiving 
encouragement, socialising and receiving support enhanced the relationship whereas 
unresolved conflict or acts of betrayal had a negative impact on the relationship. 
This diversification in the investigation of relationship maintenance strategies 
ensures that the study of their use within the coach-athlete relationship ments 
consideration. 
The coaching process is dynamic and hence is in a constant state of change. 
Thts ensures that the coaches who are successful are those who are constantly 
adapting to the coaching Situation (Cushion & Jones, 2001; Jones, 2000; Woodman, 
1993). These adjustments to the changing Circumstances of the coaching situation 
are likely to relate to giving feedback, instructions, questioning, clarifying and 
managing the training environment (Douge & Hastie, 1993). Similarly, the coach, 
and indeed the athlete are likely to benefit from continually adapting to the 
requirements of the situation to mamtain the quality of their sporting relationship. 
Indeed, Poczwardowski et al., (2002) suggested that athletic success is characterised 
by postttve coaching, which centres on a coach-athlete relationship that is based on 
mutual patterns of care. 
The importance of maintaining effective relationships in sport has been 
highlighted by previous research with elite athletes, coaches and coach-athlete 
dyads. For example, Greenleaf et al. (2001) conducted a study to investigate, which 
factors Olympic athletes viewed as having the biggest impact on the effectiveness of 
thetr coach. Effective coaching was found to be exemplified by the ability to 
develop trust and friendship Within the coaching relationship, providmg appropriate 
feedback and ensuring that there IS sufficient contact between the coach and the 
athlete. 
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Gould et al. (2002) conducted a similar study to investigate what Olympic 
athletes viewed as important elements of effective coachmg. Questionnaires were 
administered to 379 athletes who had participated in an Olympic games. 
Respondents highlighted the importance of developing trust in their coach and of 
their coach showing that they are committed to them. They also highlighted the 
benefit ofbemg familiar With one's coach and having realistic expectations as well 
as the potentially negative effect that conflict can have on their performance. 
Gould et al. (2007) mterviewed I 0 American football coaches who had all 
received awards for their ability to facilitate their athletes' personal development. 
They were all found to have good interpersonal or communication skills. In the 
interviews, these coaches emphasised the importance of havmg open lines of 
communication with their athletes, possessing clear expectations, and holdmg their 
players accountable to them, avoiding punishment or criticisms that were duected to 
their players' character or personality, and showing that they cared, trusted, and 
respected their players as people. These enacted communicative acts parallel the 
relationship maintenance strategies labelled as positivity, openness, and assurance 
(cf. Stafford & Canary, 1991). 
Further relevant research has been conducted with coach-athlete dyads. For 
example, Cote & Sedgwick (2003) conducted interviews with 10 coach-athlete 
dyads who participated in rowing at an elite level. A number of important themes, 
which characterised an effective coaching relationship, were identified: create a 
positive training relationship, facilitate goal setting, build athlete confidence, 
recognise md1vidual differences and the establishment of rapport with each athlete 
Jones, Armour & Potrac (2003) conducted a longitudinal case study of an 
elite football coach using a series of 5 in-depth interviews The coach's philosophy 
was found to be based on their experience as a player, the changing circumstances 
of the coaching situation and the characteristics of the players. The importance of 
generating mutual respect and of creatmg a positive learning environment was 
highlighted. The coach was able to develop relationships with their athletes, which 
were based on respect, trust and having confidence in each other's abilities. These 
strong relationships were said to be associated with the coach's positive approach 
and co-operative philosophy towards coaching. The coach also revealed that they 
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took steps to ensure that there was a certain level of distance between them and their 
players, which implies that this coach was conscious of maintaining their 
relationships in a given state. Again, the importance of communication in the 
development of effective relationships was identified. This supports the suggestion 
of Saliminen and Liukkonen (1996) who stated that "The coach who considers the 
feehngs and opinions oftheir athletes seems to have the best relationships with their 
athletes" (p 65). 
The importance of the role played by social support, both perceived and 
received, has also been emphasised (Rees, 2007). Moreover, research focusing on 
coaches' behaviours has consistently illustrated that supportive and encouraging 
coaches are more likely to have a positive Impact on their athletes' development 
(Coatsworth & Conroy, 2006); partiCularly when their athletes are less confident 
about themselves (Smith & Smoll, 1990). More recently, Trzaskoma-Bicserdy et al. 
(2007) interviewed 12 international Hungarian coaches and 3 international 
Hungarian athletes who highlighted the importance of supporting behaviours, 
expectations and an ongoing exchange of information through regular 
communication. 
A lack of relationship maintenance has also been linked with poor 
performance. For example, Gould et al. (1999) studied four teams who took part in 
either the Atlanta or Nagano Olympics and who did not achieve the performance 
that they had expected when going mto the games. The athletes within these teams 
attributed a range of factors to their disappointing performances. These factors 
primarily related to either the relationship they had developed with their coach or to 
the coachmg that they had received. The relational factors included having to work 
with an unfamiliar coach or not having sufficient contact With the coach, which led 
to their being a lack of insight within the relationship They also suggested that 
there was poor commurucatJOn within their coach-athlete relationship, which 
contributed to there being a lack of trust and the presence of conflict within the 
dyad The athletes also reported that their under-performing was associated with 
their coach havmg unrealistic expectations, not showing enough confidence m their 
athletes, not providing sufficient support arid 'over-coaching' their athletes. 
Furthermore, Greenleaf et al. (200 I) reported that ineffective coachmg was 
characterised by frequent coach-athlete conflict and insufficient contact between the 
coach and the athlete. Other research has suggested that a discrepancy between the 
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perceptions of a coach and an athlete witlnn a dyad can be assoc1ated with negative 
outcomes (e.g. Jowett, 2003). 
The conceptualisation and measurement of relatiOnship mamtenance Within 
romantic and marital couples has significantly enhanced our understanding of the 
functwning of such relationships. It is likely that coaches and athletes will be able to 
benefit in a similar way through the conceptualisation and measurement of the use 
of maintenance strategies in sport. 
A limited amount of research has addressed issues relevant to the 
maintenance of professional and sporting relationships. However, the work in a 
sporting context has tended to focus on other related issues, such as coach 
effectiveness, and as a result has only investigated relationship maintenance 
indirectly. There therefore remains a significant gap in the literature to wh1ch the 
present research will make a significant contribution. Through enhancing our 
understanding of the strategies, which are used to maintain the coach-athlete 
relationship, and the effect that the use of these strategies has on the quality of a 
relationship, the present research Will produce findings, which have the potential to 
contribute to the theory, research and applied work on the coach-athlete 
relatwnsh1p. 
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3. Study 1 
The first study of this thesis aimed to develop, and gain evidence for the 
validity and reliability of, longer versiOns of the Coach-Athlete Relationship 
Questionnaires (CART-Q), both the direct perspective (Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004) 
and meta-perspective (Jowett, in press). Instruments (mainly questionnaires) that 
have been used to assess relationship quality in the broader psychological literature 
were examined and items potentially relevant to the coach-athlete relationship were 
highlighted. The content validity of the identified items was then assessed using 
expert panels. A final questionnaire was subsequently prepared and administered to 
693 participants (310 coaches and 383 athletes). Confirmatory Factor Analysis was 
employed to assess the multidimensional nature of the questionnaire based on 
Jowett's (2005b, 2007) 3+1Cs model of the coach-athlete relationship. The findings 
mdicated that the direct and meta-perspective 1tems of the long versions of the 
CART-Q approached an adequate data fit. Moreover, evidence for the internal 
consistency and criterion validity of the new instruments was also obtained. Future 
research directions are discussed. 
3.1. Introduction 
As demonstrated by the literature reviewed in Chapter 2, the last decade has 
witnessed a significant increase in the amount of research being conducted 
regarding the coach-athlete relatiOnship. Research in this domain has been fuelled 
by the suggestiOn that positive outcomes m sport are associated with quality 
relationships between coaches and athletes (Petitpas, 2002). The importance of this 
relationship has been acknowledged by athletes (e g. Durand-Bush & Salmela, 
2002), coaches (e.g. Gould et al., 2007), subject matter experts (e.g. Jowett & 
Poczwardowski, 2007; Lyle, 1999) and key national stakeholders (e.g. DCMS, 
2000). As a result, there is a need to investigate the nature and role played by this 
relationship and to establish how it should best be conceptualised, measured, and 
optimized. 
Gill, Dzewaldowski, and Deeder (1988) argued for the construction of multi-
dimensional instruments within sport psychology, which are based on theory, item 
and reliability analys1s, factor analysis, tests of convergent and divergent validity, 
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validation in relation to external criteria and application in research and practice. In 
the sport psychology domain, the concepts of interest are generally hypothetical and 
therefore evidence of their construct validity needs to be demonstrated. Hence, 
Duda (2001) called for all sport-specific instruments to be evaluated withm a 
construct validity framework. 
Whenever one is developing a measure of a psychological construct, two 
crucial concepts to consider are validity and reliability. The American Psychological 
Association (1985, 1999) has argued for a unified validity, which is comprised of 
face/content validity, criterion-related validity, and construct validity. Content 
validity relates to the" ... match between items or tasks in the measure and the 
content domain to which generalization is sought" (Hoyt, W arbasse & Chu, 2006, p. 
774) Moreover, Hoyt and colleagues (2006) have explained that cri tenon-related 
validity includes " ... correlations with future performance (predictive validity) and 
correlations with theoretically-related constructs assessed at the same point in time" 
(concurrent validity) (p. 776) Finally, construct validity relates to" ... an ongoing 
theory-guided enquiry into systematic determinants of test scores (often called the 
test's factor structure or internal structure" (Hoyt et a!, 2006, p. 778). 
Reliability, or internal consistency, concerns how well items, which are 
developed to measure a single construct correlate with each other. It therefore 
assesses whether the items are measunng the same construct (Amencan 
Psychological AssociatiOn, 1985, 1999). Thus, any newly developed or extended 
psychological instrument needs to demonstrate evidence of both validity and 
reliability for It to be deemed a sound scientific measure. Based on such evidence, 
the tool can then be employed in subsequent scientific research. 
The coach-athlete relatiOnship has been defined as " ... the situation in which 
coaches' and athletes' emotions, thoughts and behaviOurs are mutually and causally 
mter-connected" (Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004, p 245). This definition was 
developed based on research conducted in the area of close relationships and 
benefits from emphasizing the bi-directional nature of such relationships as well as 
incorporating the affective (emotions), cognitive (thoughts) and behavioural aspects 
(see, Kelley et al., 1983). 
Jowett (2005b, 2007) proposed the 3+1C conceptualization of the coach-
athlete relatiOnship. The '3Cs' ofthis model represent the constructs of closeness 
(cf. Rubin, 1970), commitment (cf. Rusbult et al., 1998) and complementarity (cf. 
62 
Kiesler, 1997). Closeness refers to the affective meamngs that the coach and athlete 
assign to their relationship (e.g., liking, trust, and respect). Commitment relates to 
the members' intentions to maintain the relationship at present and in the future. 
Complementarity concerns the members' co-operative and corresponding 
behaviours of affiliation and hence an athlete's friendly and responsive behaviour 
during training attracts friendly and responsive behaviour from their coach, and vice 
versa. The '+1Cs' of Jowett's (2005b, 2007) model is labelled as eo-orientation, 
which highlights the degree to which the athlete's and the coach's perceptions are 
interconnected and therefore reflect their common ground. 
Co-onentation considers the relationship members' perceptions of the 
quality of their relationship from two perspectives (cf. Laing et al., 1966). It is 
comprised of the direct perspective (how one person feels, thinks and behaves 
towards the other, e.g. 'I like my coach/athlete') and the meta perspective (how the 
athlete/coach believes their coach/athlete feels, thinks and behaves; e.g. 'My 
coach/athlete likes me'). eo-orientation incorporates the concepts of actual 
similarity in terms of whether the coach and athlete are actually feeling, thinking 
and behaving in similar ways, assumed similarity in terms of how similar the coach 
or athlete believes that the other member of the dyad is to them, and empathic 
understanding in terms of whether the coach or athlete can accurately perceive or 
interpret the other's thoughts, feelings and behavwurs. 
The coach-athlete relationship questionnaire has been developed to assess 
both an individual's direct perspective (Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004) and meta 
perspective (Jowett, in press) of the quality oftheu coach-athlete relationship. A 
pool of potential items was developed based on a series of related qualitative studies 
(e.g. Jowett, 2003; Jowett & Cockerill, 2003; Jowett & Meek, 2000). Jowett and 
Ntoumanis (2004) conducted two validation studies based on this initial item pool. 
The first study employed Principal Components Analysis (PCA) to uncover the 
underlying structure of the instrument and to refine the item pool. The second study 
employed Confirmatory Factor Analysis to assess the extent to which the proposed 
3C structure fitted the data. 
In this latter study, two of the tested models were found to satisfactonly fit 
the data. The first model hypothesised a three first order factor model (i.e., 
Closeness, Commitment, and Complementarity; 3 Cs ). The second model proposed 
a higher order factor structure, which hypothesized that the 3Cs first order factors 
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were subsumed under a higher order factor that represented general relationship 
quality. Both models had equivalent satisfactory model fit indices: Confirmatory Fit 
Index (CFI) = 0.96, Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) = .94, Standardized Route Mean 
Square Residual (SRMR) = .05 and Route Mean Square Error of Approximation 
(RMSEA) = .09). Overall, Jowett and Ntournams (2004) provided initial evidence 
for the content, factorial and criterion-related validity as well as the internal 
consistency of the !l-item direct perspective of the CART-Q. 
A meta perspective version of the !l-item CART-Q direct has also been 
developed in order to facilitate the assessment of the construct of eo-orientation (see 
Jowett, 2005b, 2007). Thus, for each of the direct items, a meta item was created, 
which allowed statements to be phrased in a way that considers how a coach or 
athlete believes the other member feels, thinks or behaves The !l-item meta-
perspective CART-Q has demonstrated corresponding factor structure with that of 
the direct CART-Q. Jowett (in press) has found that the latent structure comprised 
of three first order factors (meta closeness, meta commitment and meta 
complementarity) has an excellent fit to the data (CFI = 1.00, SRMR = .04 and 
RMSEA = 00). A second model, which also contamed a general over-arching meta 
relationship factor, also had acceptable fit indices (CFI = 0 95, SRMR = .04 and 
RMSEA = .07). Subsequent empirical research has leant further support to the 
validity of the CART-Q direct and meta versions (see e.g., Olympiou et al., in 
press). 
The direct and/or meta perspectives of the CART-Q have been utilized to 
assess correlates of the athletic relationship (e.g., Jowett, 2008b; Jowett & Chaundy, 
2004). The CART-Qs have proved to be useful instruments for researchers 
interested in assessing the nature, content or quality of the coach-athlete 
relationship. In particular, the relatively short length of the questionnaires ensure 
that they can be administered expediently and as part of a battery of questionnaires 
Within a research study. However, it is possible that researchers and practitioners 
require detail not necessarily captured in the current short versions of the CART-Q. 
Thus, the benefit of having an option to select from either a short or a long version 
based on the requirements dictated by a researcher's and practitioner's specific 
work, suggested the need for the development and validation of longer versions of 
theCART-Q. 
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3.1.1. Study aims 
The focus of study 1 was to develop longer versions of the direct and meta 
CART-Qs. The need for this expansion is based on a number of important 
theoretical, applied, and research-related factors. In theoretical terms, expanding the 
measures of closeness, commitment, and complementarity will broaden the scope of 
the relevant issues that are assessed and addressed within each subscale. For 
example, we propose that there is more to feeling affectively close to a coach or 
athlete than the four Items contained in the CART-Q. Correspondingly, there are 
hkely to be more relational properties relevant to commitment and complementarity 
than those covered in the current versions of the CART-Q. Thus, by broademng the 
scope of the 3 Cs from a direct and meta-perspective our understanding of these 
interpersonal constructs and their role in sport could be enhanced. 
On an applied level, a longer instrument is more likely to provide a more 
comprehensive and detailed assessment of this dyadic relationship Both 
summarized information regarding each of the sub-scales and the highlighting of 
individual items, which score particularly high or low ratings would provide very 
useful and practical information. This information could be used for the 
development of interventiOns that aim to enhance the quality of the relationship. 
Ultimately, norm data can also be developed, which would further help to identify 
areas of strength or weakness within the coach-athlete relationship. Sport 
psychology consultants would be provided with wide-ranging information that 
would enable them to tease out issues related to the relationship and make more 
informed decisions regarding interventions. This should help narrow the gap, which 
has been identified between existing theoretical knowledge and Its usefulness for 
coaches and athletes (Coppel, 1995). Moreover, it will also help to meet the need 
for research in this field, which has more practical uses for coaches and athletes 
(Poczwardowski et al., 1998) whilst addressing the need for the delineation of valid 
mstrumentation in the coach-athlete domain as identified by Wylleman (2000). 
In research terms, it would be possible for researchers who are interested in 
Investigating specific aspects of the relationship (e.g., closeness, commitment, 
and/or complementarity), to use the longer versions as stand-alone measures. Short 
and long versions of the same measure provides researchers and practitioners 
versatility and for that reason are common m social psychological research. For 
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example, the Social Support Questwnnazre IS available in a longer format With 27 
Items (SSQ; Sarason, Levme, Bashman & Sarason, 1983) and a shorter version with 
12 items (SSQ-SR, Sarason, Sarason, Shearin, & Pierce, 1987) Similarly, Marsh, 
Ellis, Parada, R1chards, and Heubeck (2005) have recently developed and validated 
a shorter versiOn of the Self-Description Questionnaire (SDQ-2). Although in both 
of these examples the long version came first, the crucial point is that two versions 
were developed to meet different research needs. In other words, the short version 
for those wanting a brief impression or for whom time is a factor, and the longer 
verswn for those wanting a more comprehensive view when time is less of a factor 
The following example illustrates how a longer version of the CART-Q may 
be more sensitive in picking up areas of strengths and weaknesses. Consider the 
situation in which two athletes are training with the same coach. If they both feel 
that they were 'ready to do their best' and that they were 'responsive to t!Ieir 
coach's efforts' (both of which are items on the CART-Q's Complementarity sub-
scale) then they could both report the same complementarity scores. Therefore, they 
would be viewed as havmg similar relationships with their coach in terms of 
complementarity. However, this is not the case because one athlete feels that they 
are clear about what is expected of them during training sessions whereas the other 
is not, suggesting that the latter athlete is experiencing a lower level of 
complementarJty A longer version of the CART-Q may be more capable in picking 
up such idiosyncrasies and hence may afford a more accurate impression of an 
individual's perceptions of their relationship .. 
A number of authors have proposed procedures for use when developmg 
scales. The procedure used in the present study follows the 8 developmental stages 
recommended by DeVelhs (2003, which are): 
• (I) determine clearly what you want to measure, 
• (2) generate an item pool, 
• (3) determine the format of the measure, 
• (4) have experts review the initial item pool, 
• (5) consider inclusiOn of validation items, 
• (6) admimster items to a development sample, 
• (7) evaluate the items and 
• (8) optimise the scale length. 
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Study I is comprised of 3 different phases. Phases I and 2 cover stages 1- 4 
and their aim was to demonstrate the content validity of the Items to be included in 
the expanded questionnaires. Phase 3 covers stages 5 - 8 and its aim was to establish 
the internal consistency/reliability as well as the criterion and construct validity of 
the newly developed longer scales. 
3.2. Phase 1: Item Generation 
Computerised databases, key books, the intemet, and the reference lists of 
relevant resources ( e g., book chapters, journal articles) were reviewed to identify 
potentially relevant measures developed to assess aspects of relationship quality. An 
article was retneved if It appeared to relate to the measurement of either Closeness, 
Commitment or Complementarity, or a related concept, within human relationships. 
This ensured that research from a wide range of different relationships was included 
such as parent-child, doctor-patient and romantic partners. As a result of this 
process, 14 measures of closeness were retrieved, !I measures of commitment and 
9 measures ofcomplementarity (see Table 3.1). All of the items within these 
measures were then pooled to create three sets of relevant items (closeness = 290 
items, commitment= 291 items, and complementarity = 278 items) 
Each of the 859 Items was then carefully considered to ensure that it was 
relevant and representative of one of the clearly defined constructs (i.e., one of the 3 
Cs). This helped to reduce the risk of introducing error, which would in turn 
negatively impact the strength of inter-item correlations and hence go against the 
objectives of scale development (Quintana & Minami, 2006). All efforts were made 
to ensure that all items were clear, concise, distinct, comprehensible, and reflected 
the construct of interest (Anastasi, 1988). 
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Table 3-IMeasures identified during phase I ofstudy I 
Closeness Commitment Complementarity 
Jowett & Ntoumanis Jowett & Ntoumanis (2004) Jowett & Ntoumanis 
(2004) CART-Q CART-Q: commitment (2004) CART-Q 
closeness complementarity 
Berscheid, Snyder & Sternberg (1986) Tnangular Sternberg (1986) 
Omoto (1989) Theory of Love Scale· Triangular Theory of Love 
Subjective Closeness commitment Scale. passion 
Index 
Rempel, Holmes & Rusbult, et al. 1998) Kiesler (1987) Checklist of 
Zanna (1985) Trust Investment Model Scale interpersonal transactions 
Scale 
Hall, Zheng & Dugan Adams & Jones (1997) The Pierce, Sarason, Sarason & 
(200 I) Interpersonal conceptua!rzation of Mantal Solky-Butzel (1997) 
Trust m a Physzczan Commztment Qualrty of Relatzonshzps 
Scale Inventory conflict 
Larzelere & Huston Aron & Westbay (1996) Smith et al. (1977) 
(1980) Dyadzc Trust Love Prototype Features. Coaching Behavior 
Scale commitment Assessment System 
Sternberg (1986) Lund (1985) Commitment Chelladurai & Saleh (1980) 
Triangular Theory of scale Leadership Scale for Sport 
Love Scale. intimacy 
Aron & Westbay Wiegel & Ballard-Reisch Chelladurai & Arnott 
(1996) Love (2002) Behavioral (1985) Deczszon Style 
Prototype Features. Indzcators of Relatzonal Questzonnazre 
intimacy Commitment 
Pierce et al. (1997) Wiegel & Ballard-Reisch Rushall & W1znuk (1985) 
Quality of (2002) Deszred Commztment Coachmg Evaluatzon 
Relationships Questionnazre Questzonnazre 
Inventory support 
Closeness 
Berscheid et al. 
(1989) Relationship 
Closeness Inventory 
Ruben (1970) Liking 
and Lovmg Scale 
Aron,Aron & 
Smollan (1992) 
Incluswn of Other m 
the Self Scale (lOS) 
Agnew, Loving & 
Goodfriend (2004) 
extended IOS 
Schaefer & Olson 
(1981) Personal 
Assessment of 
Intimacy in 
Relationships 
Polimeni, Hardie & 
Buzwell (2002) 
Friendship Closeness 
Inventory 
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Table 3 1 cont 
Commitment Complementarity 
Stanley & Markman (1992) Kenow & Williams (1992) 
The Commitment Inventory Coachmg Behavior 
Questionnarre 
Johnson (1978) Comm1tment 
Scale 
Pierce et al. (1997) Quality 
of Relationships Inventory: 
Depth 
Each item was either included (with modificatiOns made where appropriate) 
or excluded from further analysis. Items were excluded for a number of reasons. For 
instance, some Items duplicated other included items. Other items addressed Issues, 
which were irrelevant to the coach-athlete relationship (e.g., related to sex) or 
contained words, which were viewed as having the potential to cause 
comprehension problems. 
A total of 95 items remained after this process. Of these, 29 were designed 
to measure closeness, 28 for commitment and 38 for complementarity These items 
are displayed in Tables 3.2-3 4. The athlete version of the items is presented. The 
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coach versions are very similar wrth mmor re-wording where appropriate. All of the 
original items contained within the direct perspective (Jowett & Ntoumams, 2004) 
and meta perspective (Jowett, in press) CART-Qs were retained. 
Table 3-2 Items developed to measure closeness during phase 1 of study 1 
Direct perspective 
*I. I like my coach 
*2. I trust my coach 
*3. I respect my coach 
4. I admire my coach 
5. I value my coach 
6. I care about my coach 
*7. I feel appreciation for the 
sacrifices my coach has 
experienced in order to improve 
performance 
8. I feel secure in facing 
challengmg, sport-relate, 
situatiOns when I am with my 
coach 
Meta perspective 
*My coach likes me 
*My coach trusts me 
*My coach respects me 
My coach admires me 
My coach values me 
My coach cares about me 
*My coach appreciates the sacrifices I have 
experienced to Improve performance 
My coach feels secure m facing challenging, 
sport-related, situations when they are with me 
9. I feel that my coach IS there My coach feels that I am there for help 
for help 
10. I feel happy when my coach My coach feels happy when I feel happy 
feels happy 
11. I feel there is an emotional My coach feels that there is an emotiOnal bond 
bond with my coach wtth me 
12. I am considerate toward my My coach is considerate towards me 
coach 
13. I am treated fairly by my My coach believes that I treat him/her fairly 
coach 
14. I am satisfied With my coach My coach ts satisfied with me 
15. I am patient with my coach My coach is patient with me 
16. I am honest with my coach My coach is honest wtth me 
17. I am influenced by my coach My coach beheves that I can influence him/her 
18. I have proven to my coach My coach beheves that he/she has proven htslher 
that I am trustworthy trustworthmess to me 
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Direct perspective 
19. I have a warm relationship 
with my coach 
20. I can count on my coach for 
help with a problem 
21. I can count on my coach for 
a reassuring comment when I am 
under stress 
22. My coach and I are reliable 
when it comes to thmgs, which 
are important to sport 
performance 
23. My coach and I are quite 
similar to each other 
24. I depend on my coach 
25. I get upset with my coach 
26. I make my coach feel angry 
Table 3.2 cont. 
Meta perspective 
My coach beheves that we have a warm 
relationship 
My coach believes that he/she can count on me 
for help with a problem 
My coach believes that he/she can count on me 
for a reassuring comment when under stress 
My coach beheves that we are reliable when it 
comes to thmgs, which are important to sport 
performance 
My coach beheves that we are qmte similar to 
each other 
My coach depends on me 
My coach gets upset with me 
My coach beheves that he/she makes me feel 
angry 
27. I carmot trust my coach My coach believes that he/she cannot trust me 
28. I feel I can rely on my coach My coach feels that he/she can rely on me even 
even when things are not going when thmgs are not gomg well 
well 
* = Origmal CART-Q items (Jowett, in press: Jowett & Ntournams, 2004) 
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Table 3-31tems developed to measure commitment during phase 1 of study 1 
Direct perspective Meta perspective 
*1. I am close to my coach 
*2. I am committed to my coach 
*3. I think that my sports career is 
promising with my coach 
4. I am committed to maintaining a 
partnership with my coach 
5. I would not let anything get in the 
way of my commitment to my coach 
6. Even when my coach is hard to deal 
With, I remain committed to our 
relationship 
7. I am as committed to my coach as I 
would like to be 
8. I cannot imagine ending my 
relatiOnship with my coach in the near 
future 
9. It is likely that my relationship With 
my coach will be long-term 
I 0. I expect to be close to my coach in 
two years 
11. My coach and I have a clear vision 
about what should be achieved in the 
future 
12. My coach and I have similar 
performance plans for the future 
13. I am influenced by my coach in 
terms of the success that I Will 
experience in the future 
*My coach ts close to me 
*My coach is committed to me 
*My coach believes that hts/her sports 
career ts promtsing wtth me 
My coach is committed to maintaining a 
partnership with me 
My coach would not let anything get m the 
way of his/her commitment to me 
Even when I am hard to deal with, my coach 
remains committed to our relationship 
My coach is as committed to me as he/she 
would hke to be 
My coach cannot tmagme endmg hts!her 
relationship with me in the near future 
My coach thmks that tt is hkely that his/her 
relatiOnship wtth me wtll be long-term 
My coach expects to be close to me in two 
years 
My coach thinks that we have a clear vision 
about what should be achieved in the future 
My coach thmks that we have similar 
performance plans for the future 
My coach thinks that he/she is influenced by 
me m terms of the success that they wtll 
expenence m the future 
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Table 3.3 cont. 
Direct perspective 
14. I feel very involved in our 
relationship, hke I have put a great deal 
into It 
15. Compared to other people I know, I 
have invested a great deal in my 
relationship with my coach 
16. I would find It difficult to continue 
m my sport without my coach 
17. Even if I wanted to, it would be 
difficult for me to end my sporting 
relationship with my coach 
18. It would be very difficult for me to 
find another coach who is as good as my 
coach if my relationship ended 
19. I believe that there are very few 
coaches who are as good as my coach 
20. I think that ending my relationship 
with my coach would cause me a lot of 
trouble 
21. I consider terminating the coach-
athlete relationship 
22. It can be personally satisfying to 
sacrifice something for my coach 
23. I do not get much fulfilment out of 
sacrificing for my coach 
24. I view my relationship with my 
coach as a good decision 
25. I am dedicated to making my 
relationship with my coach as successful 
as it can be 
26. I am devoted to my coach 
Meta perspective 
My coach feels very mvolved m our 
relattonsh1p, hke they have put a great deal 
into 1t 
My coach thinks that they have invested a 
great deal in their relationship with me, 
when compared to other people they know 
My coach thmks that he/she would find 1! 
difficult to continue coaching Without me 
Even if my coach wanted to, it would be 
dlflicult to end the sporting relatiOnship with 
me 
My coach thmks that it would be very 
d1fficult for them to find another athlete who 
is as good as me 1f the relatwnsh1p ended 
My coach beheves that there are very few 
athletes who are as good as me 
My coach thinks that endmg their 
relationship with me would cause a lot of 
trouble 
My coach considers termmatmg the coach-
athlete relat10nsh1p 
My coach thmks that it can be personally 
satisfying to sacnfice something for me 
My coach does not get much fulfilment out 
of sacrificing for me 
My coach views the1r relatiOnship with me 
as a good dec1s10n 
My coach is dedicated to making his/her 
relationship with me as successful as 1t can 
be 
My coach 1s devoted to me 
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Table 3 3 cant 
Direct perspective Meta perspective 
27. I would miss my coach ifl could not My coach would m1ss me 1fthey could not 
see or talk to them for a period of time see or talk to me for a penod of t1me 
28. I am influenced by my coach in My coach is influenced by me m terms of 
terms of how much time I invest to my how much time he/she mvests to my traming 
training 
29. I feel attached to our relationship, My coach feels attached to our relationship, 
very strongly associated with my coach very strongly associated with me 
*- Ongmal CART-Q items (Jowett, in press; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004) 
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Table 3-4 Items developed to measure complementarity during phase l of study l 
Dtrect perspective Meta perspective 
When I am coached by my coach When I am coached by my coach ... 
*I. I am at ease 
2 I am orgamsed 
3. I am self-confident 
4. I am constructive 
5. I am co-operative 
6 I am enthusiastic 
7. I am receptive 
8. I am attentive 
9. I am relaxed 
I 0 I am tolerant 
11. I am happy 
12 I am approachable 
13. I know how to approach him/her 
* 14. I am responsive to his/her efforts 
*15. I am ready to do my best 
* 16. I adopt a fbendly stance 
17. I am focused on the task in hand 
18 I readily seek his/her views and 
OpiDIOnS 
19 I pay attention to what they say 
20. I am clear about what is my role as an 
athlete 
21. I am clear about what is expected of 
me durmg trainmg 
22 I talk with rather than to him/her 
23 I stand up to him/her if necessary 
24. I pra1se h1mlher 
25. I give credit for his/her contribution to 
joint performance accomplishments 
*My coach IS at ease 
My coach IS orgamsed 
My coach IS self-confident 
My coach is constructive 
My coach is co-operative 
My coach IS enthusiastic 
My coach is receptive 
My coach is attentive 
My coach is relaxed 
My coach is tolerant 
My coach IS happy 
My coach 1s approachable 
My coach knows how to approach me 
*My coach is responsive to my efforts 
*My coach is ready to do his/her best 
*My coach adopts a friendly stance 
My coach is focused on the task in hand 
My coach read1ly seeks my v1ews and 
opmions 
My coach pays attentiOn to what I say 
My coach is clear about what is his/her role 
as a coach 
My coach IS clear about what is expected of 
h1mlher during trainmg 
My coach talks with rather than to me 
My coach stands up to me if necessary 
My coach praises me 
My coach gJVes me cred1t for my contribution 
to JOmt performance accomplishments 
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Table 3 4 cont. 
Meta perspective Direct perspective 
When I am coached by my coach ... When I am coached by my coach ... 
26 I enJOY the mteractwn 
27 I work effectively 
28. I g1ve him/her support 
29. I have a laugh 
30. I am lazy 
31 I am argumentative 
32 I am inflexible 
33. I am uncompromising 
34. I am distant 
35. I am overly critical 
36 I am antagomstlc 
37. I am detached from the mteractiOn 
My coach enJoys the mteractlon 
My coach works effectively 
My coach gives me support 
My coach has a laugh 
My coach is lazy 
My coach IS argumentative 
My coach is inflexible 
My coach is uncompromismg 
My coach is distant 
My coach IS overly cntical 
My coach IS antagonistic 
My coach IS detached from the interaction 
38 I show disapproval towards h1mlher My coach shows disapproval towards me 
• =Original CART-Q Items (Jowett, in press; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004) 
Three separate documents were created based on these 3 pools of items. 
Each contained items that assessed either closeness, commitment or 
complementarity. Four different versions of each of these three documents were 
developed to represent: 
• (a) athlete direct perspective, 
• (b) athlete meta-perspective, 
• (c) coach direct perspective and 
• (d) coach meta-perspectlve. 
In the direct versiOns, the items focused on how the respondent felt, thought 
or behaved towards the other member of the dyad (e g, "I hke my coach/athlete"). 
The meta versiOns contained the same basic items but with them bemg reworded 
such that they assessed how a respondent believed the other member of their dyad 
felt, thought or behaved (e.g., "My coach/athlete likes me"). Therefore, a total of 12 
documents were created. The questionnaire, which contains the Items that were 
designed to measure an athlete's direct perspective of the closeness element of their 
coach-athlete relatiOnship is displayed in Appendix A. 
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3.3. Phase 2: Content validity 
The aim of the second phase was to assess the content validity of the Items 
identified in Phase 1. A total of 12 expert panels were employed (one for each of the 
12 documents developed in Phase I). Each panel consisted of 2 sport psychology 
consultants and/or academics, a sport psychology PhD student and either a coach or 
an athlete depending on the specific version of the items being reviewed. Each of 
the 12 expert panels were therefore comprised of 4 people, which resulted in a total 
of 48 participants for this phase of the study. 
Each expert independently reviewed the items. Participants were given a 
pack that contained instructions and a document containing a set of items. They 
were given either the athlete direct, athlete meta, coach direct or coach meta version 
of the Items developed to measure closeness, commitment or complementarity (see 
Appendix A). Experts were instructed to read through the set of items and indicate 
whether they thought each of them were "Relevant" (i.e., does it reflect the 
definition of Closeness/Commitment/Complementarity provided), "Clear" (i.e., is it 
easily understood), and "Specific" (i e., is it focused and not too general or 
ambiguous). Participants mdiCated their opinions by circling "Yes", "No" or 
"Unsure" for whether each Item was relevant, clear or specific. A "Comments" 
section was also included under each Item to enable the participant to explain their 
responses and to suggest any alterations. Participants were asked whether the items 
were representative of the construct of interest and whether there were any other 
items, which they thought mented mclusion. Finally, panel members were asked 
about the appropriateness of the pitch, flow, instructions used, and presentation of 
the questionnaire 
The feedback from the expert panels was then reviewed. An item was 
retained if it was viewed as relevant, clear and specific by all of the panel members 
and If no significant issues had been highlighted by any respondent. This resulted in 
a total of 64 items, each of which had been found to demonstrate evidence of 
content validity. The items retained after phase 2 of study 1 are shown in tables 3.5-
3.7. Items, which were unchanged from phase 1 are labelled With an'=', modified 
items are marked with a '"' and the newly created items are marked with a '+'. 
Based on the feedback, it was decided to include the prefix 'During trammg .. ' for 
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all items to emphasise that the Items relate to the sporting relationship between the 
coach and the athlete. 
Table 3-5 Items developed to measure closeness during phase 2 of study l 
Direct perspective (During traming ... ) M eta perspective (During training ... ) 
*=I. I like my coach 
* =2 I trust my coach 
*=3. I respect my coach 
=4. I value my coach 
=5. I care about my coach 
*=6 I appreciate the sacrifices my 
coach has experienced in order to 
improve performance 
"7. I feel confident in facing sportmg 
challenges when I am with my coach 
(e.g. major competition) 
"8. I feel that my coach is available to 
help me when I need It 
"9. I feel unhappy seeing my coach 
unhappy 
"10. I have an emotional bond with my 
coach 
=I 1 I am considerate toward my coach 
"12. I treat my coach fairly 
=13. I am satisfied with my coach 
=14. I have a warm relationship with 
my coach 
"15. I can count on my coach 
"16. I am reliable when it comes to 
things that are important to sport 
performance 
"17. I have a lot in common with my 
coach ( e g enthusiasm, love for sport) 
*=My coach likes me 
*=My coach trusts me 
*=My coach respects me 
=My coach values me 
=My coach cares about me 
*=My coach appreciates the sacrifices I have 
experienced to improve performance 
"My coach feels confident in facing 
sporting challenges when s/he is With me 
(e g. major competition) 
"My coach feels that I am available to 
help him/her when they need it 
"My coach feels unhappy seemg me 
unhappy 
"My coach feels that they have an 
emotional bond with me 
=My coach is considerate towards me 
My coach treats me fa1rly 
=My coach IS satisfied w1th me 
=My coach beheves that we have a warm 
relationship 
"My coach believes that s/he can count on me 
"My coach is rehable when It comes to 
things that are important to sport 
performance 
"My coach believes that they have a lot in 
common With me (e.g. enthusiasm, love 
for sport) 
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Table 3.5 cont. 
Direct perspective (During training ... ) Meta perspective (During training ... ) 
=18. I cannot trust my coach =My coach believes that he/she cannot trust 
me 
"19. I can rely on my coach even when "My coach can rely on me even when 
thmgs are not going well (e.g. injury) things are not going well (e.g. injury) 
+ 21. It can be personally satisfYmg to +My coach believes that it can be 
sacrifice something for my coach (e.g. personally satisfying to sacrifice 
not meeting friends in order to have an something for me ( e g. not meeting 
extra training session) friends in order to have an extra training 
session) 
+21. I am affected positively by my +My coach is affected positively by me 
coach when s/he 1s happy when I am happy 
*=Original CART-Q 1tems (Jowett, in press; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004), = 
indicates that the item was unchanged from phase I, " = mod1fied from phase 1 and 
+=a newly developed item. 
After phase 2, 21 items were retained, which were designed to measure 
closeness (see Table 3.5). Based on the feedback, some of the closeness items were 
deleted. For instance, the experts suggested that 'I depend on my coach/athlete' was 
not an appropriate 1tem for measuring closeness in the coach-athlete relationship. 
Further items were modified, such as 'I can count on my coach/athlete for help With 
a problem' was shortened to 'I can count on my coach/athlete' as the origmal1tem 
was viewed as being too specific. Finally, some items were added as the feedback 
indicated that there were important aspects of closeness, which were not being 
addressed. For example, the item 'I am affected positively by my coach/athlete 
when she/he is happy' was included 
Twenty items remamed for the assessment of commitment (see Table 3.6). 
Further items were deleted based on the expert panels' recommendations. For 
instance, the item 'I am devoted to my coach/athlete' was reportedly inappropriate 
for this relationship. Other items were modified with the ending of the item 'I 
cannot imagine ending my relationship with my coach/athlete in the futlire' being 
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changed to '. in the next year' as the origmalttem was thought to be too general. 
No items were added to the commitment pool. 
Table 3-6 Items developed to measure commitment in phase 2 of study l 
Direct perspective (During training ... ) Meta perspective (During training ... ) 
*=I. I am close to my coach 
*=2. I am committed to my coach 
*=3. I think that my sports career is 
promising with my coach 
=4. I am committed to mamtaining a 
partnership with my coach 
"5. I would not let a disappointment 
effect my commitment to my coach 
"6. I cannot imagine ending my 
relationship with my coach in the next 
year 
=7. It is hkely that my relationship with 
my coach will be long-term 
"8. I expect to be close to my coach the 
season after this one 
"9. I have a clear vtsion about what 
performance could be achieved in the 
near future 
"I 0. I have similar performance goals 
with my coach for the near future 
"11. I think that my coach plays an 
important role in my future performance 
accomplishments 
"12. I have put a great deal into the 
relationship 
"13. I have put a great deal mto my 
relationship with my coach, compared to 
*-My coach is close to me 
*=My coach ts commttted to me 
*=My coach believes that his/her sports 
career is promismg wtth me 
;My coach is commttted to maintainmg a 
partnership with me 
"My coach would not let a 
disappomtment effect his/her 
commttment to me 
"My coach cannot imagme endmg his/her 
relationship with me in the next year 
;My coach thinks that it is likely that 
hts!her relationship with me will be long-
term 
"My coach expects to be close to me the 
season after this one 
"My coach has a clear vision about what 
performance could be achieved in the 
near future 
"My coach thinks that we have similar 
performance goals for the future 
"My coach thinks that I play an important 
role in hts!her performance 
accomplishments 
"My coach thmks that s/he have put a great 
deal into the relationship 
"My coach has put a great deal mto our 
relattonshtp, compared to other coaches and 
their athletes 
other athletes and theu coaches 
"14. I want to end this relationship 
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"My coach wants to end our relationship 
Table 3 6 cont. 
Direct perspective (During training ... ) 
=15. It would be very difficult for me to 
find another coach who is as good as my 
coach, if our relationship ended 
"16. I thmk that ending my relationship 
with my coach would upset me 
"17 I often consider term mating the 
relationship with my coach 
"18. I am determmed to make my 
relationslup with my coach as successful 
as 1t can be 
"19 I would miss my coach if I could 
not communicate with him/her for a long 
period oftime 
"20. My coach's decisions are good for 
Meta perspective (During training ... ) 
-My coach thmks that It would be very 
difficult for them to find another athlete 
who IS as good as me If the relatiOnship 
ended 
"My coach thinks that endmg his/her 
relatiOnship with me would upset him/her 
"My coach often considers terminating 
h1slher relationship with me 
"My coach is determined to make 
his/her relationship With me as 
successful as it can be 
"My coach would miss me if s!he could 
not communicate with me for a long 
period of time 
"My coach thinks that my decisions are 
improving performance good for improving performance 
* =Original CART-Q items (Jowett, in press; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004), = 
indicates that the item was unchanged from phase I and " = modified from phase I. 
Of the remaining 64 items, 23 were designed to measure complementanty 
(see Table 3.7). Some items were removed as it was felt that they were too similar 
to other items. For example, 'I am relaxed' was thought to be too s1milar to 'I am at 
ease' and hence it was deleted. Also, 'I am attentive' was viewed as being too 
sim1lar to 'I pay attention to what she/he says' and therefore it was removed. The 
expert panels did not recommend that any of the items needed to be modified and 
no further complementarity items were added. 
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Table 3-7 Items developed to measure complementarity during phase 2 of study I 
Direct perspective (DuriDg traiDIDg ... ) M eta perspective (Dunng traiDIDg ... ) 
*=I I am at ease 
=2. I am orgamsed 
=3. I am co-operative 
=4 I am enthusiastic 
=5. I am receptive 
=6 I know how to approach h1m!her 
*=7. I am responsive to his/her efforts 
*=8 I am ready to do my best 
*=9 I adopt a fnendly stance 
=I 0 I am focused on the task ID hand 
= 11. I readily seek h1s/her views and 
opiDIOns 
= 12. I pay attentiOn to what they say 
*=My coach is at ease 
=My coach IS orgamsed 
=My coach IS co-operative 
=My coach is enthusiastic 
=My coach is receptive 
=My coach knows how to approach me 
*=My coach IS responsive to my efforts 
*=My coach is ready to do h1s/her best 
*=My coach adopts a friendly stance 
=My coach is focused on the task ID hand 
=My coach readily seeks my views and 
opinions 
=My coach pays attention to what I say 
= 13 I am clear about what is expected of 
me during trainiDg 
=My coach is clear about what IS expected of 
him/her dunng traiDIDg 
= 14. I stand up to him/her if necessary 
= 15 I give credit for h1slher contribution 
to joint performance accomplishments 
= 16 I enJOY the IDteractiOn 
= 17. I work effectively 
= 18. I give him/her support 
=19 I am lazy 
=20 I am argumentative 
=21. I am uncompromising 
=22 I am distant 
=My coach stands up to me if necessary 
=My coach gives me credit for my 
contribution to JOint perfonnance 
accomplishments 
=My coach enJoys the interactiOn 
=My coach works effectively 
=My coach gives me support 
=My coach is lazy 
=My coach is argumentative 
=My coach IS uncomprom1s1Dg 
=My coach is distant 
=23. I am overly cntical =My coach is overly cntical 
*=Original CART-Q 1tems (Jowett, in press; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004), = 
indicates that the item was unchanged from phase I, " = modified from phase I. 
Table 3 8 displays a summary of phases I and 2. It shows that 859 items 
were initially generated based on the literature search. Of these, 95 were retained for 
further analysis and 64 were found to demonstrate content vahd1ty evidence based 
on the feedback prov1ded by expert panels. 
Table 3-8 Results of phases 1 and 2 ofstudy 1 
Construct Number of Items 
Generated Retained Evidence of validity 
Closeness 290 29 21 
Commitment 291 28 20 
Complementarity 278 38 23 
Total 859 95 64 
3.4. Phase 3: Construct and criterion validity 
The aim of this phase of the study was to assess the criterion-related and 
construct validity of the Items, which had been developed in Phases 1 and 2. 
3.4.1. Method 
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Participants. A sample of 693 respondents took part in this study (55% = 
males and 45% =females). Of these 44% were coaches (M age= 44 24, SD = 
11.51) and 56% were athletes (M age= 24.86, SD = 7.58). Participants were 
recruited from a wide range of both mdiVIdual ( e g., athletics, cycling, swimming) 
and team sports (e g., football, netball, cricket), as well as a range of competitive 
levels including recreatiOnal (2 7%), University (I 0 2%), club (31.6%), regional 
(22.5%), national (17.3%), and international (15.7%). Participants had been 
involved in their primary sport for a mean of 10.17 years (SD = 8 07). The average 
length of their relatiOnship With their current coach or athlete was 3.32 years (SD = 
3.42), with the mean number of hours being spent with this person m traming each 
week being 4.91 hours (SD = 4.88). 
InstrumentatiOn. Two long versions of the Coach-Athlete Relationship 
Questionnaires (CART-Qs) were developed, based on the results of Phases 1 and 2. 
One version was designed for the athlete and another for the coach. Both versions 
contained 128 relationship statements (64 direct items and 64 meta items). These 
contained 42 items designed to measure closeness (21 direct and 21 meta), 40 for 
commitment (20 direct and 20 meta), and 46 to measure complementarity (23 direct 
and 23 meta). 
Moreover, three items from the "Overall Performance" sub-scale of the Elite 
Athlete Self Descnption Questwnnwre (Marsh, Hey, Johnson & Perry, 1997) were 
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employed in both a direct and meta form. Support for the factorial validity and 
internal consistency of this measure has been shown in previous research (Marsh et 
al., 1997; Marsh & Perry, 2005). Three items from the "Satisfaction with 
Performance" sub-scale of the Athlete Satrsfaction Questionnmre, which has been 
found to show good psychometric properties (Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998) were 
also included. All items began with the prefix "During training ... " such that 
participants focused on their sporting relationship with their coach or athlete. 
Respondents indicated the extent to which they agreed with each statement on a 7 
point scale ranging from 1 =Strongly Drsagree through to 7 = Strongly Agree. The 
coach version of this questionnaire is shown in Appendix B 
Procedures. In order to achieve the relatively large and heterogeneous 
sample required for this study, a Wide range of different strategies were employed to 
recruit participants. Tlus approach is in line with Duncan, Strycken, Duncan, and 
Chaumenton (2002) who argued that using a range of recruitment methods is 
advantageous because it increases the success of the overall project. FIIStly, 
National organizations, such as National Governing Bodies (NOBs) from a wide 
range of sports were contacted viae-mail and/or telephone to invite them to 
participate in the present study through providmg access to coaches and athletes. 
Secondly, clubs, groups and societies were approached via their head 
coach/manager. Finally, participants were recruited on an individual level through 
attending sporting events, courses and training sessions. 
Once potential participants had been identified, they were provided with an 
information pack, either bye-mail, post or through face-to-face contact. This pack 
contamed a letter, which introduced the aim of the overall research and a 
questionnaire. Participants were reassured that any information, which they 
provided would remain confidential at all times. They were also informed that their 
participation was completely voluntary and that they were free to withdraw from the 
study at any time. Where appropriate, participants were also provided with a free 
post envelope. Ethical clearance for the study was obtained from Loughborough 
University's Ethical Advisory Committee. 
Data Analysis Descriptive statistics such as means, standard deviations, 
bivanate correlations, and internal consistency scores of the performance and 
satisfaction variables, as well as for the longer sub-scales of the CART-Q were 
computed Structural EquatiOn Modeling (SEM), which has become a Widely used 
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statistical tool in the social sciences (Martens, 2005), was employed and 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) usmg EQS 6 I for Windows (Bentler & Wu, 
2005) was applied to test whether the data from the long versions of the CART-Qs 
fit the hypothesized 3 Cs conceptualization. 
3.4.2. Results 
Table 3.9 displays the means and standard deviations of the long versions of 
the CART-Qs (direct and m eta) and their correlations with performance and 
satisfaction. Relatively high mean scores were found for all of the relationship 
variables ind1catmg that many of the respondents viewed their coach-athlete 
relationship positively. 
Table 3-9 Means and Standard Deviations of the longer versiOns of the 3Cs and correlatiOns 
with performance and satisfaction 
V ariables/Subscales Mean SD Direct D1rect 
Satisfaction Performance 
Direct Closeness 5.97 0.93 .46* .35* 
Direct Commitment 5.13 1.45 .54* .74* 
Direct Complementanty 611 0 90 .25* .23* 
Meta Closeness 5.69 0.97 .46* .34* 
Meta Commitment 4.99 1.43 .48* .70* 
Meta Complementarity 6 01 0.94 .24* .22* 
* p< .05 
Prior to pooling the coach and athlete data, and the male and female data, the 
heterogeneity of the associated covariance matrices was assessed following the 
procedures outlined by Byme and Stewart (2006) In all cases, the differences 
between CFI scores was less than 0.01 and between i scores was less than 0.05, 
which indicates that there are no significant differences in the latent structures of 
these sub-groups (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Byme & Stewart, 2006). The data 
could therefore be combined to create a single data set. 
Factonal Validity. Many researchers have advocated that a number of 
goodness-of-fit indices are employed in order to evaluate model fit (Marsh, 2007; 
Hu & Bentler 1998). Therefore, the present study utilized four different statistics: 
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the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Bentler-Bonnet Non-Normed F1t Index 
(NNFI), the Standardized Route Mean-Square Res1dual (SRMR) and the Route 
Mean-Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). For a model to be seen as having 
an acceptable fit, it should have a CFI and an NNFI of at least 0.90 (Marsh, 2007; 
Kline 2005) and a SRMR of less than 0.10 (Khne 2005). Browne and Cudeck 
(1993) suggest that an RMSEA between 0 and 0.05 indicates a close fit, less than 
0 08 represents a reasonable fit and greater than 0 08 suggests a poor fittmg model. 
The sample of 693 ensured that, in all of the CF A analyses, the participant/item 
rat1o was greater than 10:1 (as recommended by Everitt, 1975) and that Bentler's 
(1995) guideline of having a free parameter-item ratio also greater than 1 0·1 was 
also met. In general terms, a sample size of over 500 is said to be very good for the 
purposes of CFA (Comrey & Lee, 1992). This relatively large sample should 
therefore help minimize the risks of patterns of eo-variation being unstable and the 
sample not representing the target population (DeVellis, 2003) 
The two-stage approach advocated by Anderson and Gerbing (1988) was 
used. In the first stage of the analysis, the item pools for closeness (21 items), 
commitment (20 items) and complementarity (23 items) were analyzed 
independently using CF A. The modification process was theory-driven, based on 
the 3+ 1 C conceptualization (Jowett, 2005b, 2007), and supported by the data. Thus, 
items were only retained if they loaded onto the factor, which they had been 
developed to measure. The modifications, which were grounded in theory were 
supported by the modification indices provided by EQS 6 1 for W mdows (Bent! er 
& Wu, 2005), namely the Lagrange Multiplier and Wald test. Poorly fitting items 
were identified and deleted one by one and a CF A was conducted on the resultant 
items until satisfactory fit indices were achieved for both the direct and meta 
versions of the long CART-Q. This process resulted m three final scales designed to 
measure closeness (10 items), commitment (11 items) and complementarity (15 
items). 
The second stage of the analysis involved assessing whether the 3+ 1 C 
conceptualization satisfactorily fit the data Two different models were tested. 
Model 1 (Ml) hypothesized a general higher order factor of relationship quality, 
which accounts for the correlations between the three first order factors of 
closeness, commitment and complementarity. In Model2 (M2), a three first order 
factor model was tested comprising of closeness, commitment and 
87 
complementarity. These two models were selected as they were found to have the 
best fit indices in the validation of the origmal CART-Qs (Jowett, in press; Jowett & 
Ntpumanis, 2004). 
The robust maximum likelihood estimation procedure was employed due to 
a relatively high normalized estimate ofMardia's coefficient (multivariate kurtosis 
= 90.87) as recommended by Bentler (1995). This approach adJusts the standard 
errors and the Chi Square statistic under conditions of non-normality in order to 
protect against the risk of a type 1 error. Theory-driven modifications, supported by 
the Lagrange Multiplier and Wald tests, were made. Such refinements are a 
common requirement m the development of instruments (MacCallum, Roznowski, 
& Necowski, 1992). The model fit was re-evaluated after each Item had been 
removed. Hoffman (1995) supports this process as It has the benefit of maintaining 
the general structure of the hypothesized factor model With the best indicators. 
This process resulted in final versions of the questionnaires, which contains 29 
items (duect and meta): 7 for closeness, 10 for commihnent and 12 for 
complementarity. 
For the direct items, the fit indices approached the recommended cut-off 
pomts (see Table 3.10). Model I, which hypothesised a higher order factor did not 
yield as good indices as Model 2. For Model 2, which purports three first order 
factors, the SRMR of .07 is below the recommended .I 0 cut-off point. Furthermore, 
the RMSEA of .07 indicates a reasonable model fit. The other two fit mdices are 
very close to the target of .90. These statistics were supplemented by the Akaike 
Information Criteria (AIC), which assesses if fewer estimated parameters could be 
used to achieve a satisfactory model fit. Although no specific cut-offvalues are 
provided for use with this statistic, the model With the lowest AIC value is 
suggested to provide the more parsimonious fit to the data. Therefore, as the AIC is 
lower for M2 than for M!, further evidence is provided for the conclusiOn that M2 
achieves a better fit to the data than M1. Thus, the M2 model with three first order 
factors, which are taken to represent closeness, commihnent and complementarity 
has been shown to approach an adequate fit to the data. 
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Table 3-10 F1t md•ces for the higher order and first order models for the direct and meta items 
Model RCFI NNFI SRMR RMSEA 90% sig. Cl AIC 
M! (direct) .87 .86 0.22 0.10 .095-.103 932.36 
M2 (direct) .89 .88 .07 0.07 .066-.074 759.95 
M! (meta) .84 .82 .23 011 .106-.114 867.26 
M2 (meta) .88 .87 .08 O.o7 .066-074 736.41 
Note. RCFI =Robust Comparative Fit Index, NNFI = Non-Norrned Fit Index, 
SRMR = Standardized Route Mean-Square Residual, RMSEA = Route Mean-
Square Error of Approximation, 90% Cl= 90% Confidence Interval ofRMSEA and 
AIC = Akaike Information Criterion 
Similar findings were found for the meta items with the three first order 
factor model (M2) again fitting the data more accurately than the higher order factor 
model (Ml) and also had a lower AIC value (see Table 3.1 0). 
The factor loadings (and error variances) for direct closeness ranged from 
.56- .91 (.31 - .64), for direct commitment ranged from .74- .94 (.34- .70), and for 
direct complementarity ranged from .75- .88 ( 47- 70). Allloadings were 
statistically significant at the 0.05 level. The factor loadings (and error variances) 
for meta closeness ranged from .76- .91 (.42- 65), for meta commitment ranged 
from .71 - .90 (.41- .70), and for meta complementarity ranged from .73- .91 (.38-
.70). Once again, all of these loadings were statistically sigmficant at the 0 05 level. 
The factor loadings and error vanances for the direct and m eta items are shown in 
tables 3.11 and 3.12 respectively. 
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Table 3-11 Item loadmgs (and error variances) for the direct perspective of the long CART-Q 
Dzrect Items Factor I Factor 2 Factor 3 
*I trust my coach/athlete 
*I like my coach/athlete 
*I respect my coach/athlete 
*I appreciate the sacnfices my 
coach/athlete has expenenced to 
improve performance 
I value my coach/athlete 
I care about my coach/athlete 
I feel unhappy seemg my 
coach/athlete unhappy 
*I am commztted to my coach/athlete 
*I am close to my coach/athlete 
*I think that my sport career IS 
promzsmg wzth my coach/athlete 
I am committed to mamtammg a 
close partnership with my 
coach/athlete 
I would not let a dzsappombnent 
effect my commitment to my 
coach/athlete 
I cannot zmagme ending my 
relationship wzth my coach/athlete in 
the next year 
I expect to be close to my 
coach/athlete the season after this one 
I have a clear vzszon about what 
performance could be achieved m the 
near future 
I thmk that my coach/athlete plays an 
important role m my future 
performance accomplishments 
Closeness 
.91 (.56) 
.85 (.52) 
.90 (.44) 
77 ( 64) 
88 ( 47) 
.79 (.61) 
56 ( 31) 
Commztment Complementarzty 
.72 ( 69) 
.71 (.70) 
.78 (.63) 
.94 (.34) 
88 (.47) 
81 ( 53) 
81 ( 59) 
.77 (.64) 
.73 (68) 
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Direct Items Factor 2 Factor 3 
Table 3 11 cant 
Factor I 
Closeness Commitment Complementanty 
I have put a great deal mto my 
relattonship with my coach/athlete, 
compared to other athletes/coaches 
with their coaches/athletes 
*I am at ease 
*I am ready to do my best 
*I am responsive to his/her efforts 
*I adopt a fnendly stance 
I am organized 
I am co-operative 
I am receptive 
I know how to approach him/her 
I am focused on the task in hand 
I readily seek my coach's/athlete's 
views and opinions 
I pay attentton to what my coach 
says/they say 
I am clear about what is expected of 
me dunng traimng 
.74 ( 67) 
81 (59) 
.75 (.66) 
.79 ( 60) 
.76(65) 
76 ( 65) 
.88 (.47) 
84 (55) 
81 (.58) 
76 ( 65) 
79 ( 61) 
82 (.57) 
.71 (.70) 
Note. Asterisk denotes ongmal CART-Q 1tems (Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004). All 
loadmgs are statistically significant at the 5% level 
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Table 3-12 Item loadings (and error variances) for the meta perspecttve of the long CART-Q 
Meta Items 
*My coach/athlete trusts 
me 
*My coach/athlete hkes me 
*My coach/athlete respects 
me 
*My coach/athlete 
appreciates the sacrifices I 
have made to improve 
performance 
My coach/athlete values 
me 
My coach/athlete cares 
about me 
My coach/athlete feels 
unhappy seeing me 
unhappy 
*My coach/athlete is 
committed to me 
• .My coach/athlete is close 
tome 
*My coach/athlete thinks 
that his/her sport career is 
promising With me 
My coach/athlete is 
committed to maintaining a 
partnership with me 
My coach/athlete would 
not let a disappointment 
effect his/her commitment 
tome 
Factor I 
Closeness 
.91 (.42) 
.89 (.46) 
.85 (52) 
.76 (.65) 
.90 ( 44) 
.81 (.58) 
.84 (54) 
Factor 2 
Commitment 
.73 (.67) 
.71 (.70) 
.90 (.42) 
.89 (.46) 
.85 (.52) 
Factor 3 
Complementanty 
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Table 3.12 cont. 
Meta Items Factor I Factor 2 Factor 3 
Closeness Commitment Complementanty 
My coach/athlete cannot .83 (.56) 
imagine endmg his/her 
relationship with me in the 
next year 
My coach/athlete expects .87 (.49) 
to be close to me the 
season after this one 
My coach/athlete has a .73 (.68) 
clear vision about what 
performance could be 
achieved in the near future 
My coach/athlete thinks .82 (.57) 
that I play an important 
role in his/her future 
performance 
accomplishments 
My coach/athlete has put a .72 (.69) 
great deal into his/her 
relationship with me, 
compared to other 
coaches/athletes with their 
athletes/coaches 
*My coach/athlete is at .86 (.52) 
ease 
*My coach/athlete is ready .77 ( 65) 
to do his/her best 
*My coach/athlete is .78 (.63) 
responsive to my efforts 
*My coach/athlete adopts a 82 (.58) 
friendly stance 
Meta Items 
My coach/athlete is 
organized 
My coach/athlete is co-
operative 
My coach/athlete is 
receptive 
My coach/athlete knows 
how to approach me 
My coach/athlete is 
focused on the task in hand 
My coach/athlete readily 
seeks my views and 
opinions 
My coach/athlete pays 
attention to what I say 
My coach/athlete is clear 
about what is expected of 
me during training 
Table 3 12 cont. 
Factor I 
Closeness 
Factor 2 
Commitment 
Factor 3 
Complementanty 
.91 (.42) 
.93 (.38) 
.79 (.62) 
73 ( 68) 
.86 (.52) 
.74 (.68) 
.88 (.48) 
.71 (.70) 
Note. Astensk denotes original CART-Q items (Jowett, in press). Allloadmgs are 
statistically significant at the 5% level 
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Reliability. The sub-scales of the long versions of the CART-Q were all 
found to demonstrate satisfactory internal consistency as they exceeded the cut off 
point of. 7 recommended by Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994. Specifically, Direct 
Closeness o. = .92, Direct Commitment o. = .94, Direct Complementarity o. = .94, 
Meta Closeness o. = .91, Meta Commitment a= 92 and Meta Complementarity o. = 
.94. 
Cnterion Vahdtty Criterion validity is " .. a measure of how well a variable, 
or set of variables, predict an outcome" (Pennington, 2003, p37). In this study, 
concurrent validity was tested using the criterion variables of satisfaction and 
subjective performance. There is theoretical and empirical evidence to link coach 
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leadership (see Riemer, 2007) and coach-athlete relationships ( e g., Jowett & Don 
Carolis, 2003; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004) with satisfactiOn and perfonnance. The 
two sub-scales used as criterion variables were found to be internally consistent: 
satisfactiOn u = .81 and perfonnance u = .91. Results from the bivariate correlations 
(see Table 3.9) indicated that the six sub-scales of the long CART-Qs were all 
significantly correlated With both satisfaction and perfonnance, which provides 
some evidence for the criterion-related validity (concurrent) of the new instruments 
Two hierarchical multiple regression analyses were also conducted. This 
enabled an assessment of whether the long versions of the CART-Q were able to 
predict a significantly higher amount of variance in the cnterion variables of 
satisfaction and perfonnance than the short CART-Q. Firstly, satisfaction was 
predicted from both the direct and m eta perspectives of the short and longer 
versions of the CART-Q. Specifically, the direct 3Cs from the short CART-Q were 
entered mto the first step and the meta perspectives of the 3Cs on the short CART-Q 
were entered into the second step. The direct and m eta perspectives of the 3Cs as 
measured by the long CART -Q were entered into the third and fourth steps. A 
similar approach was conducted in the second regression equation but with 
perfonnance being the dependent variable. 
The direct perspective of the 3Cs of the short CART-Q (R2 = .29, F= 82.50, 
p < .001) and the meta 3Cs of the short CART-Q (R2 = .29, F= 43.08,p < .01) were 
both able to predict a significant amount of the variance in satisfaction. The addition 
of the direct 3Cs of the long CART-Q (R2 = .36, F= 38.17,p < .01) and the meta 
3Cs of the long CART-Q (R2 = .36, F = 30 03,p < 01) both explamed a further 
significant amount of variance m satisfaction. Thus, the long version of the CART-
Qs were able to explain 7 .I% more variance in satisfaction over and above that 
accounted for by the short CART-Qs 
Furthennore, the direct perspective of the 3Cs of the short CART-Q (R2 = 
.27, F= 77.72,p < .01) and the meta 3Cs of the short CART-Q (R2 = .30, F= 54.00, 
p < .01) were both able to predict a significant amount of the variance in 
perfonnance. The inclusiOn of the direct 3Cs of the long CART-Q (R2 = .39, F = 
48.36,p < .01) and the meta 3Cs of the long CART-Q (R2 = .40, F= 28.3l,p < .01) 
both explained a further significant amount of variance in perfonnance. Thus, the 
long versions of the CART-Qs were able to explam 9.4% more variance in 
perfonnance over and above that accounted for by the short CART-Qs. These 
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analyses provide empirical evidence that the expanded CART -Qs can provide more 
information about the coach-athlete relationship, which can facilitate a better 
prediction of a coach or an athlete's satisfaction or perceived performance. 
3.5. Discussion 
The current research focused on expanding and validating an existmg 
measure of the quality of the coach-athlete relationship (CART-Q; Jowett, in press; 
Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004). This means that the CART-Q is now available in both 
a short and long version in a similar way to other psychometrically validated 
questionnaires (e.g., Sarason et al , 1987; Marsh et al., 2005). Phases 1 and 2 
involved the generation of items and the assessment of their content validity by 
expert panels. This ensures that the items contained Within the longer versions of the 
CART-Qs are viewed as being relevant and representative of the construct of 
interest. 
The construct validity of the longer versions of the CART-Qs was assessed 
in Phase 3. The 3 first order 3 C model (i e., closeness, commitment and 
complementarity), adequately fit the data and provided a better fit than the higher 
order model. This supports the findmgs of Jowett's (in press) research, which 
validated the meta version of the CART-Q. More research is merited to Improve the 
model fit and to assess its applicability to different populations Associations 
between the expanded measure and performance and satisfaction supported previous 
research findings (e.g., Jowett & Cockerill, 2003; Jowett & Don-Carolis, 2003; 
Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004) and also provides evidence for the criterion-related 
validity of the longer CART-Qs. Therefore, evidence for the three important forms 
of validity recommended by the American Psychological Association (1985, 1999), 
content, construct and cnterion-related, has been found All of the sub-scales of the 
longer versions of the CART -Qs were also found to be internally consistent. Further 
research is required to assess the stability of the new measure over time. 
Evidence supporting the expansion of the CART-Q was provided by the 
hierarchical multiple regression analyses. They indicated that the longer instruments 
can account for 7.1% of the variance m satisfaction and 9 4% of the variance in 
perceived performance over and above that explained by the short CART-Qs. This 
research has an Important contribution to make in theoretical, applied, and research 
terms. By expanding the questionnaire, its scope to include relevant interpersonal 
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aspects has been broadened. For example, the closeness sub-scale now includes 
items regarding whether a coach and athlete value and care about one another. The 
commitment sub-scale has been expanded to include, for example, items regarding 
whether the coach/athlete can imagine ending the relationship in the next year, how 
much their sporting success is influenced by the relationship member, and how 
much has been invested m the relationship. As for complementarity, items regarding 
being receptive and paying attention have been added along with questions about 
being organized and clear about what is expected of each relationship member 
during training sessions. 
These expanded questionnaires also provide more information upon which 
coach education programmes can be developed and ensure that coaches, athletes, 
sport psychologists, and researchers have a greater knowledge-base upon which to 
develop their understanding of the nature and role of the coach-athlete relationship. 
This knowledge should, in turn, help all of these interested parties to take measures 
to optimize the effectiveness of coach-athlete relationships and hence the 
performance and satisfactiOn of the coach and athlete. 
With reference to applied sport psychology, the expanded CART-Q 
represents a tool, which will enable sport psychology consultants to obtam a more 
detailed assessment of the quality of a coach-athlete relationship. The results of 
such an assessment could provide them with information upon which they can 
formulate decisions regardmg potential areas of strength or weakness in a 
relationship. Such an assessment could assist toward taking appropriate steps to 
ensure that the relationship continues at an optimal level into the future. This helps 
to narrow the gap highlighted by Coppel (I 995) m terms of scientific knowledge 
and its usefulness in applied terms. It also helps to address the need identified by 
Wylleman (2000) to develop, validate, and implement measures regarding the 
coach-athlete relationship 
In research terms, the present study helps to diversity theory and research 
from other social scientific domains into the field of sport psychology, as 
recommended by Poczwardowski et al. (2006) The expanded CART-Q provides 
researchers with a comprehensive assessment of the quality of a coach-athlete 
relationship and will represent a useful resource for researchers intendmg to 
investigate the quality of this relationship but for whom the original CART-Qs 
(Jowett, in press; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004) is too brief. Furthermore, the three 
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sub-scales can be used independently. Subsequently, researchers can select a sub-
scale/s based on their specific interests and research questions. 
A number oflines of investigation open up. Firstly, further validation of the 
longer versions of the CART-Q is merited, especially as it only marginally failed to 
achieve satisfactory data fit for two out of the four indexes used. The factorial 
structure ofthe long versions of the CART -Q need to be assessed with different 
samples ( e g , team versus individual sports, recreational versus elite performers). 
There is also great scope for the expanded measure, whether the three sub-scales are 
used independently or together, to investigate the nature and role of the coach-
athlete relationship Such research could assess the associations of the coach-athlete 
relationship with individual factors (i.e., the gender and age of the coach and athlete, 
motivation, passwn), relationship factors (e g, atypical relationships, same-sex and 
different sex dyads, relationship styles), and enviromnental factors (e.g, team 
versus individual sports, different types of sport, and different levels of 
performance) Furthermore, the long versions of the CART-Q could be used m 
experimental, longitudmal, and intervention research. 
With many sport-related positive outcomes being related to quality 
relationships (Petitpas, 2002), and With award-winning coaches placing a 
tremendous emphasis on the role played by quality relationships (Gould et al., 
2007), it is highly probable that the demand for information, conceptualizations and 
measurements regarding the coach-athlete relationship will contmue to increase. 
The expanded CART -Qs can help to meet this demand through facilitating 
education, research and applied sport psychologists in the dnve towards optimizing 
sport performance and participant satisfaction. 
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4. Study 2 
Study I expanded our understanding of the content of the coach-athlete 
relationship. Study 2 aimed to further explore this topic by now focusing on how 
one may take active steps to enhance the quality of such relationships. There is a 
growing amount of theoretical, empirical and anecdotal evidence, which suggests 
that interpersonal relationships in sport, such as the coach-athlete relationship, have 
a number of positive outcomes. Subsequently, the development of programmes that 
aim to optimise the quality of relationships in sport appears to be well-Justified. 
There is a well-established body of literature that revolves around 
relatiOnship enhancement within general relationship psychology. The identification 
of the underlymg principles of relationship enhancement programmes within this 
broader domain is the focus of this study. Factors that can potentially promote 
closeness, commitment, complementarity and eo-orientation within a key dyadic 
relationship in sport, namely, the coach-athlete relationship are highlighted. 
RecommendatiOns are made for implementing these strategies within any 
programme that aims to enhance relationships in sport Fmally, emphasis is placed 
on the need to develop relatiOnship enhancement programmes in sport, which are 
based on sound scientific theory and research evidence. The scope for further 
research in this domam is discussed and the need for a conceptuahsation of 
relationship maintenance within sport is identified. 
4.1. Introduction 
Relationship Enhancement Programmes (REPs) have been defined as 
" ... those that aim to improve the relationship between two people" (Reardon-
Anderson et al, 2005, p. 2). The delivery of these programmes can take many forms 
includmg, education, therapy, enrichment, premarital preparation and counselling A 
systematic rev1ew of REPs was conducted recently by Reardon-Anderson and 
colleagues (2005). They observed that programmes vary in a wide variety of ways. 
Firstly, they have been developed by a range of sponsoring organizations (e.g., 
academics, businesses, churches, government agencies) and are provided in a range 
oflocations (e g., hospitals, universities, businesses). Inevitably, these programmes 
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d1ffer widely in terms ofthe curriculum used and the content covered, the learning 
style employed, the target population and the theoretical foundations, which 
underpm them. Nonetheless, Reardon-Anderson et al.'s (2005) systematic review 
concluded that these programmes have significant benefits for dyads in terms of 
both relationship satisfaction and communication effectiveness. Guemey and 
Maxsin (1990) in their review of marital and family enrichment programmes 
concluded that such programmes have significant impacts in terms of enhancing the 
capabilities and functioning of both couples and families as a whole. 
The potential benefits of REPs for relationships, which are not of a romantic 
or familial natllre are starting to be recognised. Waldo and Harmen (1999) 
implemented an adapted verswn of a relatwnship enhancement programme 
originally developed by Guemey (1977) in a medical settmg. Doctors, nurses and 
support staff rece1ved a training course, which emphasised the importance of non-
verbal communication, self expression, listening and empathy. The twenty-two 
participants reported that the intervention was effective and worthwhile in 
improving relationships within their organisational settmg. 
Waldo and Harmen's (1999) study is indicative of the claim many 
researchers (e.g, Stanley et al., 1995) have made over the years that generally the 
materials contained in relationship enhancement programmes are sufficiently broad 
to be applied to diverse populations and settings. Specifically, Guemey (1977) 
stated that "relationship enhancement programmes can also be adapted for use with 
non-family relationships as these exist, for example, in hospitals, mdustry and 
schools, such as nurse-patient, supervisor-supervisee, student-teacher, 
administrator-staff, eo-worker and peer relationships" (p. 97). Subsequently, the 
current research advocates that researchers should focus on investigating the 
significance, relevance and applicability of the principles of relationship 
enhancement to the sport setting, as many scholars m other disciplines have done 
this with success. 
Relationships that develop and unfold in the context of sport, such as the 
coach-athlete relationship, may benefit enormously from the knowledge and 
understanding that has been generated in enhancing, promoting, and optimising 
relationships in these other areas of psychology. Indeed, Vanden-Auwele and 
Rzewnicki (2000) stated that relationship researchers in sport will benefit from 
considering " ... theories, concepts and methodologies from other areas of 
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psychology" (p. 576). Poczwardowski et al. (2006) have also advocated 
diversification m the research on the coach-athlete relatiOnship to benefit from 
research and theoretical frameworks, which have been developed in sport 
psychology's sister disciplines such as social psychology and sociology. The 
present study therefore adheres to these recommendations by reviewing theory and 
research that has taken place in sport psychology's sister disciplines. The aim was 
to examine the principles that underpm effective relationship enhancement 
programmes whilst considering their relevance to a key dyadic relationship in sport, 
namely, the coach-athlete relationship. 
To date, limited research has been conducted within the sportmg 
environment to evaluate the implementation of interventiOns, which have the 
potential to directly or indirectly affect interpersonal relationships. Generally, the 
work that has been conducted revolves around two areas; (a) team bmlding (e g., 
Dunn & Holt, 2004) and (b) coach leadership (e.g., Coatsworth & Conroy, 2006). 
Both areas tend to focus on the impact they have on relationship building at a group 
or team level rather than focusing on the impact they have at the dyadic level. 
One evidence-based and empirically evaluated programme that has 
purported to enhance social support between coaches and their athletes is Coach 
Effectiveness Training (CET: Smith & Smell, 1996, 1997, 2007). Specifically, CET 
involves the provision of a 2-hour workshop that emphasises the importance of 
creating a coaching environment that is supportive, nurturing and encouraging. 
Subsequently, the training that coaches receive educates them in terms of the 
importance of exhibiting supportive and positive behaviours that focus on learning, 
effort and improvement over winning. The training further contams discussion and 
analysis of issues related to problem-solvmg and how to deal with good play, as 
well as mistakes and misbehaviours Research has indicated that coaches who have 
received the CET programme use more remforcing behaviours, which helps to 
develop their athletes' level of self-esteem (Smith, Smoll & Curtis, 1979). 
More recently, Coatsworth and Conroy (2006) delivered an adapted CET 
programme to coaches working in a youth swimming league. It was found that the 
swimmers reported significant mcreases in their level of self-esteem after the 7-
week period With the effect being stronger for girls who started the season With low 
self-esteem. They concluded "training coaches in psychosocial and behaviOural 
principles is an effective way of altering coach behaviour and of enhancing the 
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athlete-coach relational context" (p. 173). Although this assertion may be possible, 
it is worth noting that research employing the CET has not employed measures of 
perceived relationship quality. Clearly, further research IS required in order to 
provide evidence upon which confident conclusions can be drawn. 
Durm and Holt (2004) presented the Personal Disclosure Mutual Sharing 
programme. It involves players or athletes of a team or squad sharing personal 
information about their motivation to be in the group. Durm and Holt (2004) used 
this technique with a group of27 national-level ice hockey players prior to a 
competition. The participants reported that it was an emotiOnal session and one, 
which some felt was a life changing experience. It reportedly enhanced cohesion as 
well as understanding (both of self and others), confidence, and the motivation to 
work with each other. 
The same programme was used with elite female soccer players (Holt & 
Durm, 2006). It was again found to enhance levels of cohesion, as well as 
understanding and confidence. McClure and Foster (1991) gave 15 !-hour sessions 
to a group of 15 university gymnasts, which involved the discussion of issues, 
which effect personal development. These sessions were found to have a positive 
Impact on the gymnasts' perceptions of the levels of both task and social cohesion 
within the group. 
There are numerous programmes implemented in studies (e g, Ebbeck & 
Gib bens, 1998; McClure & Foster, 1991; Stevens & Bloom, 2003) that appear to 
have the potential to affect the interpersonal relationships within a group, be it 
between coaches and their athletes or between athletes or players. However, 
interpersonal dyadic relatiOnships IS rarely the direct focus of the intervention and 
most importantly the effect of the interventiOn on interpersonal relationships has not 
directly been measured. The only study, which has considered the effects of an 
intervention programme on interpersonal relationships was conducted by Bloom 
and Stevens (2002). The intervention involved giving 5 workshops to 45 female 
equestrian athletes regardmg leadership and social norms. Although they reported 
no empirical effect on cohesion, qualitative interviews revealed that the intervention 
had improved the quality of communication and relationships Within the group of 
athletes Subsequently, there is a great scope to increase this line of research to 
develop intervention programmes that are directed at enhancing the quality and 
effectiveness of interpersonal relatiOnships in the sport setting. This research would 
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have practical ramifications for a wide range of dyadic relationships including 
coach-athlete, athlete-athlete, parent-child/athlete, peer and friendship relationships. 
4.1.1. Study aims 
The aim of the present study was to review RelatiOnship Enhancement 
Programmes (REPs), which focus on non-distressed dyads in order to identify their 
underlymg strategies. This review provided the basis from, which to formulate 
judgements about the significance, relevance, and apphcabihty of these strategies to 
the sport setting. Whilst it is acknowledged that this review can provide insights for 
a wide range of dyadic relationships as these develop and/or unfold in sport settings, 
the focus of this review is on the coach-athlete relationship. 
Jowett's (2005b, 2007) 3+1Cs conceptualisation of the coach-athlete 
relationship was used to structure the analysis This conceptualisation contains four 
concepts· closeness (i.e., feelings of trust, liking and respect), commitment (i.e, the 
intention to maintain the relationship now and in the future), complementarity (i.e., 
co-operating together) and co-onentation (i.e., having a shared understanding). 
Considenng that the prmciples underlying effective REPs lead to better quality 
relatiOnships, the aim of the analysis centred around understanding how specific 
strategies maybe capable to enhance the quality of the coach-athlete relationship as 
this is defined by closeness, commitment, complementarity, and eo-orientation 
(3+ I Cs) General gmdehnes for working with coach-athlete dyads were also 
derived. 
4.2. Method 
Prior to the review, a set of inclusion and exclusion criteria were established 
to promote transparency and minimise any bias in terms of research article 
selectiOn. First, for a relationship enhancement programme to be included it had to 
aim at improving the relatiOnship between two people (a dyad). Second, 
programmes had to focus on non-distressed dyads or couples and hence take a 
"prevention" rather than "cure" approach; the former approach was more likely to 
have a greater relevance to the coach-athlete relatiOnShip as well as other sporting 
relationships (e g, parent-child/athlete, peer relations). Third, a relationship 
enhancement programme was included only if it had been shown to have significant 
benefits in terms of enhancing the quality of the relationship, satisfaction and/or 
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communication. Fourthly, evaluations of the relationship enhancement programme 
had to have been pubhshed in peer-reviewed journals. Finally, a paper was excluded 
if it was not available in English. 
4.2.1. Materials 
Four different sources were utilised to aid the identification of potentially 
relevant information: (a) Computerised databases; (b) secondary referencmg (c) the 
intemet; and (d) manual searches of relevant books and journals. The following 
computensed databases were searched, Metalib (Psychology), MED LINE, 
EMBASE, Articles First, Web of Science, PSYCHINFO, SMART, Assia and 
ZETOC. Through secondary referencing, when relevant book chapters or journal 
articles were located, their reference lists were also reviewed in order to highlight 
other potentially relevant information. The intemet was also searched in an attempt 
to locate information, which may not have been highhghted via the other 
approaches. However, it was kept in mind at all times that the quality of 
information, which is available on the intemet can be questionable and hence all 
efforts were taken to obtain the original source of any relevant research, which was 
cited. The final method of paper Identification was through manual searches of 
relevant books and journals. 
4.2.2. Procedure 
The four different resources were searched in order to highlight potentially 
relevant programmes and papers. Keywords were selected for use in searching the 
computerised databases and intemet. Truncation, synonyms and component 
searching were all used. Truncation involves the use of a * at the end of a word such 
that the search locates all words, which begin with the given stem. For example, 
mar* was used such that the search would include the words marital and marnage. 
Synonyms were also used to highlight research, which investigated a similar Issue 
but under a different label. For example, "enrichment" and "enhancement", which 
have similar meanings, were both used as different researchers use these terms to 
descnbe REPs. 
Different combinations of three keywords were used in order to Identify 
relevant information. The first keyword was related to the "relationship" aspect of 
the topic of interest. Therefore the first keyword was "relationship" or a synonym of 
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it (i.e., dyad, couple, marriage, marital, married, engaged, romantic, friendship and 
familial). A second keyword was used to further narrow the search. Obviously 
words such as "relationship" have meanings, which do not refer to the connection 
between two individuals and hence if just this one search term had been used then 
papers would have been highlighted, which included the word "relationship" when 
discussing a correlation or association between two variables, for instance, and not 
in a way, wh1ch was relevant to the present research. The second keyword related to 
"enhancement" (i e., enrichment, maintenance and development). The third and 
final keyword related to "programme" (i e., course, intervention, training and 
workshop), and was intended to further narrow the search results to include 
systematic approaches to relatwnship enhancement. The titles and abstracts of the 
resulting papers were then reviewed and those, which appeared to relate to the 
evaluation of a REP were retrieved and reviewed. These papers were then analysed 
against the inclusion criteria. If these were met then it was retained for further 
analysis 
4.2.3. Data Analysis 
The following information was recorded for each identified programme· 
authors, key content, duration and associated positive outcomes (see Table 4.1 ). 
Each programme was reviewed in deta1l to 1dentify its fundamental underlymg 
strategies. The 3+ 1 C conceptualisation (Jowett, 2005b, 2007) was used to guide the 
analysis of each programme. Therefore, identified strategies were classified into one 
of 4 categories: closeness, commitment, complementarity, or eo-orientation In 
addition, a general relationship quality category was created to accommodate 
identified strateg1es, wh1ch related simultaneously to multiple components ofthe 
3+ I C conceptuahzation (Jowett, 2005b, 2007). This general factor emerged during 
the analytical process when it became evident that it was not possible to categorize 
some strategies as primarily relating to one of the Cs. 
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Table 4-1 RelatiOnship Enhancement Programmes included in the systematic review 
Authors Intervention Content Duration (Hrs) Outcomes 
Accordino & Relationship 16-24 Increased empathy, 
Guemey Enhancement based on problem-solving and 
(2003) empathy and self- self-disclosure 
disclosure 
Adam& Marital Enrichment 3 X 8-24 Increase in 
Gin gras Programme based on satisfactiOn and 
(1982) interpersonal contracts communication 
Bader et al. Communication skills, 8 X 2 = 16 Improves problem-
(1980) stressors, Finances, solvmg and help-
Sexuality, Conflict seeking and reduces 
conflict. 
Bagarozzi et CommunicatiOn, Lectures, videos, Reduced irrational 
al. (1984) negotiation and active practice beliefs and increased 
readiness and homework commitment 
Boelens et al. Reciprocity traming 10x1=10 Increase in 
(1980) communication and 
satisfaction 
Buckner& Expectations, family Sessions and Greater partner 
Salts (1985) roles, finances, homework as awareness, clarify 
communication, parents appropnate expectations, 
and sexuality issues. understanding 
relationship 
dynamics. Appreciate 
discussion. 
D'Augelli Interpersonal and 8 X 2 = 16 Increased 
(1974) communication training communication 
Floyd (1988) Cognitive-behavioural 5 X 3 = 15 Improved problem-
and problem-solvmg solving skills 
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Table 4 I cont. 
Authors Intervention Content Duration (Hrs) Outcomes 
Harrell Behavioural exchange 8 X 2 = 16 Reduced conflict and 
(1974) and negotiation skills negative interactions 
Harrington CommunicatiOn and 3x3=9 Increased 
(1997 marriage preparation communication and 
satisfaction 
Hawkins & Psychosocial education lx2=2 Increased 
Gilliland using hypothetical satisfaction, task 
(2002) scenarios and solutions shanng and 
perceived 
competence 
H1ckmanet Marital Ennchment and 2 X 8 = 16 Increased intimacy 
al. (1997) Adventure programme 
James (1991) Emotion and 12 X I= 12 Increased marital 
Communication adjustlnent but no 
focussed training effect on intimacy or 
passionate love 
Kaiser et al. Group-based 2 X 8 = 16 Increased satisfaction 
(1998) psychosocial education 
Table 4.1 cont. 
Authors Intervention content Duration (Hrs) Outcomes 
Midmur et al. ExpectatiOns and 2x3=6 Reduced anxiety and 
(1995) problem solving increased functioning 
Miller et a! Couple CommuniCation 6 X 3 = 18 Communication and 
(1976) Programme satisfaction 
Miller et al. Communication skills, 6 X 3 = 18 More positive and 
(1983) self and other less negative 
awareness, support communicative 
interactions 
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Table 4.1 cont 
Authors Intervention Content Duration (Hrs) Outcomes 
Pmo (1982) Couple Communication, Questionnaires, Improved 
Relationship personalised communication and 
Enrichment and workshops reduced conflict 
Premarital Surveys 
Ripley& Communication centred 8 X 2 = 16 Observers reported 
Worthington focusing on hope and increased 
(2002) empathy/forgiveness communication 
Stanley et al Focus on commitment, 2 X 8 = 16 Higher interaction 
(1995) fun, friendship and skills, support, 
understandmg problem-solving, 
conflict management 
and fewer negative 
interactions 
Witkin et al. Communication Skills 3x2=6 Improved non-verbal 
(1982) Workshop communication 
4.3. Results and Discussion 
The search identified 21 relationship enhancement programmes, which met 
the inclusion criteria and they are summarised in Table 4.1. The references of all of 
the included REPs are displayed in section 4.5 at the end of this chapter. These 
approaches used a range of delivery methods including individual sessions and 
dyadic sessions (Buckner & Salts, 1985), group sessions (Kaiser, Hahlweg, Fehrn-
Wolfsdorf & Groth, 1988), as well as lectures, videos and homework (Bagarozzi, 
Bagarozzi, Anderson & Pollane, 1984). The REPs also varied with respect to their 
duration, which ranged from a 2-hour workshop (Hawkins & GIIIiland, 2002) 
through to courses lasting a total of24 hours (e.g. Accordino & Guerney, 2003; 
Adams & Gingras, 1982). Despite this variety, there are a number of Important 
pnnciples that underpin the vast majority of effective courses. The strategies 
identified to enhance closeness, commitment, complementarity, eo-orientation and 
general relationship quality (or multiple Cs) within dyadic relationships are 
displayed in table 4.2. Each of these areas is discussed in more detail in the 
following sections. 
Table 4-2 Summary of the principles underlymg the REPs reviewed 
Construct Strategies for enhancement 
Closeness 
Commitment 
Complementarity 
Self-disclosure, expressing closeness 
Goal-setting, Discussing plans, expressing commitment 
Clarifying expectations, clarifymg roles, teaching 
negotiation and problem-solving skills 
Self and other awareness 
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Co-onentation 
General relationship 
quality 
Communication, support, conflict management, discussing 
stressors, discussing the effect of significant others and 
planning for major events 
4.3.1. Enhancing closeness 
Hess, Fannon and Pollom (2007) suggested that "the degree of closeness or 
distance that people perceive between themselves and their partners is one of the 
most fundamental qualities in personal relationships" (p 5). Therefore, through 
gaining an understanding of how it can be developed or lost is likely to enable 
researchers and practitioners to enhance relationships. Closeness within Jowett's 
(2005b, 2007) conceptualisation focuses on the affective element of closeness 
within the relationship; the emotional bond or ties the athlete and the coach 
establish over time. Accordingly, closeness is characterised by feelings such as 
mutual liking, trust and respect. The present review identified two key strategies, 
wluch are involved in the development of closeness within relationships. 
The first of these IS self-disclosure or the sharing of personal information 
with a relationship member. This approach is advocated by many of the REPs (e.g., 
Accordino & Guemey, 2003). Relationship members are encouraged to talk about 
their feelings with each other. Although the topics of discussion for romantic and 
marital couples versus coaches and athletes are likely to differ considerably, the 
underlymg strategy of self-disclosure is likely to be relevant. Dunn and Holt's 
(2004) intervention work in sport is fundamentally based on disclosing personal 
109 
information. Th1s work has been shown to promote cohesion, understandmg, and 
confidence between coaches and athletes. Hence, the inclusion of activities, which 
facilitate self-disclosure within future sport REPs is likely to aid their effectiveness 
Another way in wh1ch closeness is developed within romantic and marital 
REPs is through the expression of closeness (Buckner & Salts, 1985). Expression of 
affective closeness is captured in such acts as showing consideratiOn and 
communicating one's emotions both of which have been found to improve marital 
adjustment (James, 1991 ). Within sporting relationships, this may relate to 
expressing appreciation by acknowledging effort, showing one's trust by 
communicatmg one's faith in one's coach or athlete's capab1hties, and 
communicating one's respect by behaving in a courteous and considerate manner. 
Smith and Smoll's (1996) CET programme may target such interpersonal acts 
indirectly (e g., the importance placed on coaches to praise their athletes). This 
analysis indicates that such communicative acts should be part of any programmes 
that a1m to enhance the coach-athlete relationship. 
4.3.2. Enhancing commitment 
Stanley and Markman (1992) emphasised the importance of commitment in 
close relationships, particularly in terms of the advantages of a long term view (i.e., 
perseverance, contmued investment even when discouraged) over a short term view 
(1.e., oriented to taking not giving). REPs have been shown to have a Significantly 
positive impact on the couples' commitment to each other (e.g., Parish, 1992). 
Commitment Within Jowett's (2005b, 2007) conceptuahsation is a central 
component of the coach-athlete relationship and refers to the coach and athlete's 
intention to maintain their relationship now and in the future. The analysis 
indicated that one key strategy that aims to develop commitment involves 
discussing and imagmmg the future together as a couple or dyad ( e g , Stanley et al., 
1995). Crucial to th1s process was that the dyad developed and agreed future goals 
that benefited them both (Stanley et a! , 1995) Th1s strategy is based on the 
premise that if relationship members have created a shared vision following 
deliberations and negotiations, then they are more hkely to be committed to the 
relationship 
In certain REPs (see Bagarozzi et al., 1984), couples are encouraged to 
discuss both theu future goals and, equally importantly, the strategies through, 
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which these goals will be achieved. These strategies are relevant to the sporting 
environment Indeed, goal-setting is well known to be an important task for 
improving focus, direction and motivation (Roberts, 1992), particularly if the athlete 
is involved m setting the goals (Prapavessis, Carron & Spink, 1996). Thus the 
importance of setting clear goals for athletes is already recognised. However, th1s 
review highlights the importance of setting dyad-based goals for improving the 
level of commitment within the relationship. Therefore, coaches and athletes should 
be encouraged to set goals together whilst considering ways to achieve them. This 
should in turn enhance both members' level of relationship commitment whilst 
shifting the focus away from the individual to the dyad and the1r relationship. 
The second key strategy identified for developing commitment was showmg 
and expressing commitment. If the two members of a dyad act in ways, which 
demonstrate commitment to their partner then this can potentially affect the level of 
commitment m the relationship ( e g., Stafford et al., 2000). Therefore, if a coach or 
an athlete acts in a way, which appears to show decreased commitment (e.g., a 
coach/athlete forgets the appropriate sports kit, comes late, leaves early) then this 
may have a negative impact on the commitment level within their coach-athlete 
relationship. The intervention programmes developed by Bloom and Stevens (2002) 
involve discussing the social norms within the squad; social norms indirectly 
support the notion that acting appropriately reflects a level of commitment. It is 
therefore important to encourage coaches and athletes to openly show and express 
their commitment (by followmg conventions that are socially acceptable) to their 
coach/athlete as th1s may help to improve their relationship. 
4.3.3. Enhancing complementarity 
The way in which a dyad interacts is likely to significantly impact on the 
quality of their relationship. Gottman and Silver (1999) suggested that within close 
relationships there should be a 5:1 ratio between positive (e g., complementary) and 
negative (e.g., non/anti-complementary) interactions. Problems are said to arise if 
this ratio IS not achieved This same principle is likely to relate to the coach-athlete 
relationship and hence 1t is important to understand how complementanty can be 
developed. Complementarity refers to the behavioural aspect of the coach-athlete 
relationship within Jowett's (2005b, 2007) conceptualisation and relates to co-
operative and positive interpersonal behaviours such as adopting a friendly stance, 
being at ease, ready and responsive. Three key points were identified within this 
review regardmg how this may be accomplished. 
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The first of these is expectations. Stanley and colleagues (1995) in their 
relationship enhancement programme encouraged romantiC and mantal couples to 
discuss what they expect from each other m the relationship. Adam and Gingras 
(1982) in their marital enrichment programme advocated the use of interpersonal 
contracts such that members sign up to an agreed set of expectations. This is 
applicable to relationships in sport in that coaches and athletes can be encouraged to 
talk about what they expect from their athletes/coach during their interactions at 
training and at competition. Through establishing such ground rules, one could help 
to avoid negative interactions and to ensure that the dyad works more effectively. 
Future mterventions targeted at the coach-athlete relationship are likely to benefit 
from including similar techniques. 
A second strategy for enhancmg the complementarity component of the 
quality of a dyadiC relationship is clarifying each dyadic member's role. Buckner 
and Salts' ( 1985) relationship enhancement programme contains discussions that 
facilitate relationship members to consider their contribution to the relationship and 
their main roles within it. This principal is relevant to the coach-athlete relationship 
as role ambiguity on the part of the athlete in particular has been found to be 
detrimental to important intrapersonal and interpersonal outcomes (see Beauchamp, 
2007). Thus, through helping coaches and athletes to clarify what each of the 
member's role IS in the relationship, and in the Wider context of their team or squad, 
it should be possible to not only help prevent negative, hostile, and undesirable 
behaviours but also to maintain coach-athlete relationships that are complementary 
and effective It is noted that to maintain complementary relationships, coaches and 
athletes must ensure that discussiOns that aim to clarify their roles occur on a regular 
basis and more importantly during transitional states (e.g., team selection, injury, 
moving to another coach or performance level); regular discussion could help 
coaches and athletes to update their common ground 
The third complementarity-developing strategy IS to teach the members 
negotiation and problem-solving skills (see e g , Floyd, 1988). This is an integral 
part of many of the REPs, which were reviewed (e.g., Bagarozzi et a!, 1984). 
Dyads are taught to consider each other's views and to develop solutions as a 
couple, which considers these views. As mentioned earlier, coaches and athletes can 
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benefit from exercising their negotiating skills with each other. Moreover, making 
time to solve problems as a dyad is likely to enhance the level of complementarity 
as members explore poss1ble solutiOns. Stevens and Bloom's (2003) and Martin and 
Davis's (1995) studies include communication skills in their intervention, which 
addressed duectly and induectly the issue of negotiation and problem solving. The 
benefits of focusmg on such communication skills have received some evidence 
within sport and thus their use is likely to continue and expand. 
4.3.4. Enhancing eo-orientation 
eo-orientation concerns the extent to wh1ch there IS perceptual congruence 
or common ground between relationship members' perspectives (Jowett, 2005b, 
2007). The importance of this factor is demonstrated by the fact that many of the 
REPs highlighted the significance ofunderstandmg one's partner (e.g., Stanley et 
a! , 1995). Overall, this analysis indicated that the development of eo-orientatiOn 
requires two-way communicatiOn within the relationship. Unless relationship 
members engage m contmuous communicatiOn, there is very little chance to 
understand one another's pomt of view, develop empathic understanding and hence 
a common ground from, which they can both operate in a well co-ordinated fashion. 
Another relationship enhancement strategy that appears relevant to 
developing eo-orientation is through self and other awareness exercises (M1ller, 
Whackman & Nunnally, 1983). This approach aims to develop both a person's 
understanding of how they feel, thmk and behave as well as their understanding of 
how their partner feels, thinks and behaves This may be achieved through role play 
and reviewing video-taped discusswns (see e.g., Ickes, 2001). 
It can also be developed through the speaker-listener task in which the 
couple discusses a g1ven topic but only the person holding a given object is allowed 
to talk. When they have finished making their point they pass the object to their 
partner who then summarises their partners points before replying with their own. 
The task can help to reduce any cognitive biases that may be held by the members 
of the dyad (cf. Baucom & Lester, 1986). This on-going task has been designed to 
help couples understand their partner more accurately. Based upon this 
understanding the members can act more appropriately to reciprocate positive 
actions (e g., Boelens, Emmelkamp, MacGuillavry & Markvoort, 1980). 
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The idea of self and other awareness IS readily applicable to the coach-
athlete relationship. The coach and athlete can be encouraged to better understand 
one another as this has the potential to enhance their level of co-onentation and in 
turn the1r relationship quality. Some evidence for this assertmn was provided in the 
evaluations of the Personal Disclosure Mutual Sharing interventiOn (see Dunn & 
Holt, 2004; Holt & Dunn, 2006), which has found that self-disclosure can aid self 
and other understanding. Such approaches can be advocated to further facilitate the 
development of eo-orientation within coach-athlete relationships. 
4.3.5. General Factors 
Some of the identified principles of relationship enhancement programmes 
were classified into the general factor category as they appeared to affect multiple 
aspects of relationships. S1x specific themes were identified: Communica!lon, 
Support, Conflict Management, Stressors, Sign1ficant Others and Major Events 
These are viewed as generic themes that have the potential to develop multiple 
components withm the 3+ I C conceptualization (Jowett, 2005b, 2007). 
Communication sk1lls were probably the most prevalent topic taught Wlthm 
the REPs with virtually all programmes includmg verbal skills (e.g., Bagarozzi et 
al, 1984; Harrington, 1997; Ripley & Worthington, 2002) and some focusmg on 
non-verbal communication (Witkin, Edleson, Rose & Hall, 1982). For example, the 
Couples Communication Programme is fundamentally centred on the teaching of 
communication skills (Miller, Nunnally & Whackman, 1976). Therefore, the 
teaching of communication skills appears to play a pivotal role in REPs and hence it 
is likely that their inclusion within any coach-athlete REP would be merited 
Stevens and Bloom's (2003) interventiOn did include instructiOn regarding coach-
athlete communication and the CET does include advice regarding communica!lon 
after good perfonnance and mistakes (e.g., Smith & Small, 1996). Based on the 
REPs reviewed in this study, it is recommended that such inclusion of 
communication skills should be expanded. 
Support IS another issue, which appears crucial to general relatiOnship 
quality with many of the REPs considenng its importance (e g, M1ller et al., 1976, 
1983; Stanley, et al 1995). The role and importance of social support within sport 
for elite athletes has been emphasised by Rees (2007). It is likely that athletes and 
coaches will benefit from receiving (or perceiving) support from one another in a 
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similar way to which they can benefit from receiving support from friends and 
family. A sense that a coach or athlete would be there should the need arise has the 
potential to enhance relationship quality in terms of increasing closeness, 
commitment, complementarity, and eo-orientation. Support therefore represents 
another over-arching positive factor for relationship enhancement. Coach 
interventions such as CET (Smith & Smoll, 1996) and that implemented by 
Coatsworth and Conroy (2006) both emphasised the importance of supportive 
behaviours and hence the salience of the role played by support already appears to 
have been acknowledged within sport. It IS therefore recommended that the topic of 
support is present within future interventions targeted at coach-athlete relationships. 
Conflict has also been viewed as a critical issue that needs to be addressed in 
REPs as it can erode friendship, trust and commitment (Gottman, 1993; Markman & 
Hahlweg, 1993), which are all key relational properties of the 3+ 1 C 
conceptualization of the coach-athlete relatiOnship (Jowett, 2005b, 2007). Thus, the 
inclusion of negotiation and problem-solving in REPs can potentially help manage 
conflict and discord withm the relationship (cf. Harrell, 1974). The role of conflict 
within coach-athlete relationships therefore merits further consideration as its role is 
likely to be just as important in terms of the development and maintenance of 
quality relationships. Some mterventions within sport have considered 
communication (Stevens & Bloom, 2003) and how to deal With mistakes (CET: 
Smith & Smoll, 1996), which appear to, at least indirectly, cover elements of 
conflict management. However, the teaching of such skills appears to be limited 
within sport and future coach education and direct relationship enhancement 
intervention programmes may benefit from its inclusion. 
The analysis has also indicated that the vanous REPs can help dyads to 
identify and discuss potential stressors Within their relationship (e.g., Bader, 
Microys, Sinclair, Willett & Conway, 1980) For romantic couples and families, this 
generally covered issues such as domestic responsibility and finances. In a sporting 
context, this may relate to Issues such as internal and external pressures (e.g., lack 
of time, fundmg) or injury, burnout, and performance slumps, all of which could 
potentially cause stress and have a negative impact on the coach-athlete 
relationship. Therefore, helpmg coaches and athletes to discuss and prepare for such 
eventualities may ensure that they are better equipped to manage such issues if and 
when they arise. This theme appears to merit its inclusion Within coach educatiOn 
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and intervention programmes such that relationship members are better prepared to 
deal with any stressors and to ensure that their presence does not have a negative 
effect on the quality of their relationship. 
The fifth general factor is the potential influence of significant others on the 
relationship. For the REPs reviewed, this could be friends or other family members 
(e.g., Bader et al., 1980). In terms of the sporting arena, significant others could 
include other members of the team/squad, parents, siblings, scientific support 
consultants, chairman, sponsors and fans. The coach and athlete can be made aware 
of the potential risks posed by accepting unquestionably the influences of 
significant others and the potential benefits that they can have for the relationship. 
Recent research has significantly enhanced our understanding of the influence 
parents can have in developing and maintaining good quality coach-athlete 
relationships (Jowett & Timson-Katchis, 2005). Through educatmg coaches and 
athletes about such influences, psychologists should be able to optimise the positive 
effects that others can have on coach-athlete relationships and minimise any 
negative impact. This appears to be a topic that has not been addressed by current 
interventions within sport. 
The Sixth and final general factor concerns specific events, which could have 
a significant Impact on the relationship. In relation to romantic or marital 
relationships, these may be the transition to parenthood (Hawkins & Gilliland, 
2002; Midmer, Wilson & Cummmgs, 1995). Again couples are encouraged to 
discuss and plan for such events so that they are aware of the impact that it could 
have on their relationship. In terms of the coach-athlete relationship, potential 
events may be entering the competition penod following the preparation period or 
transitions between performance levels or between coaches (e.g., club coach versus 
national coach). Through identifying and discussing such events, coaches and 
athletes should be better prepared for them when they occur and ensure that they do 
not have a significantly negative effect on their coach-athlete relationship. 
4.3.6. General guidelines for working with dyads 
Broadly speakmg, there are a number of basic principles, which are referred to 
in the majority ofthe REPs highlighted. Silliman and Schumm (1993) suggested 
that practitioners should adhere to a set of 8 principles when working with dyads. 
These principles appear relevant and can be adapted as follows for the sport settmg 
I I6 
• (a) cultivate an atmosphere of warmth, realistic expectations and active 
learning during and after the session, 
• (b) target and integrate assessment into the session, 
• (c) conduct interventions before and after major events ( e g. 
competitions), 
• (d) target a few interactive skills, 
• (e) be prepared to invest time in the programme, 
• (f) combine multiple approaches, 
• (g) involve others who are significant to the dyad (e.g. team mates, 
support staff), and 
• (h) use convenient times and locations for all involved. 
These general guidelines can provide a framework upon which the 
development of REPs aimed at the coach-athlete relationship can be grounded. All 
of the effective REPs identified in this study appeared, either implicitly or explicitly 
to adhere to these guidelines and they are likely to be equally important to any 
coach-athlete REP. 
Many of the identified REPs emphasised the importance of considering both 
positive and negative factors. For instance, in the Prevention and Relationship 
Enhancement Programme (PREP: Stanley et al., I 995), both "protective" or positive 
factors and "risk" or negative factors were considered. The aim of protective factors 
was to maintain and enhance relationship quality whereas risk factors were those, 
which could potentially have a negative impact on relationship quality (Stanley, et 
al., I 995). Thus, when developing interventions in sport, one needs to be aware of 
factors that have the potential to positively and negatively affect relationship 
quality. 
The REPs also noted the importance of the members' motivation to take part 
in the mtervention and the importance of tailoring the mtervention to the individuals 
involved. Therefore, when attempting to enhance coach-athlete relationships, one 
may be more likely to have a significant impact if the coach and the athlete are both 
motivated to enhance their relationship. Also, It is important for psychologists to 
note that each coach-athlete relationship is different. Each one relationship is made 
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up by the combined interrelatmg of two people; thus, these people's individual and 
personality characteristics need to be considered. This is an assumption, which 
underpins Personalized Marital Preparation (PMP: Pino, 1982), which uses a battery 
of questionnaires to help identify develop and implement the approach, which IS 
most relevant to the couple. Therefore, when a psychologist works with a coach-
athlete dyad, the characteristics of each dyadic member need to be considered such 
that the chance that any intervention is effective can be maximized. 
The early REPs were criticised for not being based on sound theoretical and 
empirical evidence, insufficient training for the course tutors, limited content, 
insufficient evaluations and limited follow-up schedules (Bagarozzi & Rauen, 1981; 
Schumm, & Denton, 1979). In order for coach-athlete REPs to avoid such 
criticisms, research is required m order to develop a conceptual framework of 
relationship mamtenance in sport. Such a framework, and related research, would 
help develop the specific content of coach-athlete REPs m a systematic fashion. In 
terms of the skills of the tutors, those working to develop coach-athlete REPs must 
ensure that sufficient training is provided to anyone who will deliver the programme 
such that they can maximise the potential benefits of the course content Once 
developed, coach-athlete REPs need to be subject to empirical evaluation with 
sufficient follow-up periods being incorporated into these studies. Coach-athlete 
REPs should also be evaluated usmg a variety of methods including questiOnnaires, 
interviews and observations such that a comprehensive assessment is made possible. 
4.4. Summary and Conclusions 
The present study reviewed the literatllfe to highlight the underlying 
strategies of effective relationship enhancement programmes and assess their 
applicability to coaches and athletes. The principles were discussed m terms of 
developing closeness, commitment, complementarity and eo-orientation in the 
coach-athlete relationship. General principles were identified and a senes of 
guidelines for working with coach-athlete dyads were also proposed. The 
importance of considenng coaches and athletes' motivation to take part in any 
intervention and of tailoring the intervention to the specifics of those involved were 
identified. The need for developing a conceptual framework of relationship 
maintenance in sport was highlighted along with the need for tutor training and 
programme evaluation. 
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Approaches to relationship development were categonsed into the four 
components of Jowett's (2005b, 2007) 3+ 1 C conceptualization of the coach-athlete 
relationship. Self-disclosure and the open expression of feelings were the two main 
strateg1es highlighted for developmg affective closeness. These strategies formed an 
indirect part of both Durm and Holt's (2004) Personal Disclosure Mutual Sharing 
intervention and Smith and Smoll's (1996, 2007) CET programme. It is evident that 
these principles are relevant and applicable to the coach-athlete relationship. Thus, 
self-disclosure and expressing one's feelings should be used and expanded upon in 
programmes that aim to enhance relationships at both the dyadic and group level. 
Commitment was found to be developed through goal setting and through 
actmg in a way, whiCh demonstrates one's commitment. Goal-setting in sport IS a 
well-developed technique (Roberts, 1992) and it is likely that any relatiOnship 
intervention would benefit from its inclusion. There IS no mtervention m sport that 
directly considers how one shows or expresses commitment within the coach-athlete 
relationship and hence future relationship enhancement interventions may benefit 
from considering specific communicative acts that are likely to increase one's 
commitment to the relationship, especially as it has been shown to be a useful 
pnnc1ple in REPs for romantic and marital relationships (Stanley et al. 1995). 
In terms of developing complementarity (1 e , co-operation), discussions and 
dialogue that aims to outline what is expected and what is not expected coupled 
With eliminating role ambiguity as well as the teaching of negotiation and problem-
solving skills were found to be the most relevant, prevalent and effective strategies. 
Sport interventiOns have considered the role of social norms (McClure & Foster, 
1991 ), communication and problem solving (Martm & Davis, 1995). However, the 
prevalence of such strategies appears to be limited and hence future interventions 
that a1m at enhancing the coach-athlete relationship should consider their inclusion. 
Finally, eo-orientatiOn was found to be developed within REPs through the 
teaching of communication skills and by enhancing self and other understanding or 
awareness. In sport, there is ev1dence of these strategies within the personal 
disclosure mutual sharing intervention programme (Durm & Holt, 2004; Holt & 
Durm, 2006). It is recommended that future interventions targeted at the coach-
athlete relatiOnship continue to include such strategies to enhance eo-orientatiOn. 
A number of general over-arching factors were identified, which all have the 
potential to affect the positive and negative development of interpersonal 
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relationships. Specifically, these were communication, support, conflict 
management, stressors, significant others and maJor events. Intervention 
programmes in sport appear to acknowledge the Importance of communication 
skills (e.g. Stevens, & Bloom, 2003) as well as support (e.g. Coatsworth, & Conroy, 
2006). This focus on the Importance of communication and support in sport should 
continue and be expanded to emphasise the dyadic and reciprocal nature of the 
coach-athlete relationship as opposed to concentrating on teams or squads. Based on 
the present review, future programmes may also benefit from considering the 
inclusion of information regarding conflict management as well as recognising the 
potential effects of stressors, significant others and major events. 
There are a number of limitations associated With this area of research. It has 
been suggested that the majority of REP' studies employ relatively small samples 
and report relatively small impacts (Reardon-Anderson, et al., 2005). There are also 
potential biases. For instance, some REPs have had limited scientific evaluations of 
their effectiveness. There may also be a bias towards only publishing papers on 
REPs, which have demonstrated significant effects. This may be especially pertment 
to commercially-designed REPs. Although there are lessons to be learned from 
ineffective approaches, these are rarely reported or published. 
Limitations of the present review should also be noted. The extent to which 
one can generalize findings and approaches from romantic and marital enhancement 
research to the sporting arena may be questionable. However, the purpose of this 
review was to identify genenc principles, which may be relevant to relationships 
that develop and unfold in the context of sport with the specific focus bemg on a 
key dyadic relationship, namely, the coach-athlete relationship. Thus, the limitation 
of this review may be its strength as it provides a foundation upon which to base 
future research without neglecting the extensive body of empirical work that has 
taken place in the sister diSCiplines of sport psychology. Future research is therefore 
warranted to investigate whether the strategies highlighted in this review can form 
parts of an effective REP for the coach-athlete dyad. 
This review adheres to the recommendatiOn of researchers such as V anden-
Auwele and Rzewnicki (2000) and Poczwardowski et al. (2006) who advocate the 
importance of using theory and research findings from sport psychology's sister 
disciplines. The review highlights that as human relationships are contmually 
developing and changing, it is important to investigate the processes that are likely 
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to lead to harmonious relationships. Through developing an understanding oftlus 
literature, sport psychologists and researchers can develop REPs, which are 
specifically designed for the enhancement of coach-athlete relationships. This work 
also has the potential to inform the development of the other relationships that 
coaches and athletes have such as those with managerial and support staff, parents 
and romantic partners. Such programmes may also contribute to coach and parent 
education. The long-term view of this scientific endeavour is to facilitate the 
development of healthy, effective and successful relationships such that the whole 
sport community (e g., coaches, athletes, parents, partners) can enjoy the many 
associated benefits. 
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5. Study 3 
A key finding of Study 2 was the Identification of the need for a 
conceptualisation of relationship maintenance Within the coach-athlete relationship. 
It is the purpose of Study 3 to contribute to this current gap in the literature. The 
investigation of relationship maintenance strategies has received considerable 
attention in various types of relationships including romantic, marital and familial 
relationships. However, no research has yet investigated the use of mamtenance 
strategies in the coach-athlete relationship. Thus, this study aimed to mvestigate 
coaches and athletes' perceptions of the strategies they use to mamtam the quality of 
their relationship Twelve one-to-one interviews with coaches ( 4 males and 2 
females) and athletes (2 males and 4 females) from team and individual sports were 
conducted. The obtained qualitative data was content analysed in an inductive and 
deductive manner. Content analysis revealed a number of main categories and sub-
categones. The main seven categones were: Conflict Management, Openness, 
Motivational, Positivity, Advice, Support and Social Networks. These categories 
represented mutually exclusive maintenance strategies and comprise the COMPASS 
model of relationship mamtenance in sport. A number of these relationship 
mamtenance strategies were similar to those identified in personal ( e g., romantic 
and mantal) relationship research; however, strategies that appear to be specific to 
the coach-athlete relationship context also emerged. The implications of the newly 
developed COMPASS model of relationship mamtenance within the coach-athlete 
relationship for theory, research and practice are discussed 
5.1. Introduction 
Canary and Stafford (1994) stated that "most people desire long-tenn, stable 
and satisfying relationships" (p. 4). Hence, it has been argued that unless people 
use effective maintenance strategies, their relationships will weaken and ultimately 
end (Canary & Stafford, 1994). Moreover, Duck (1986) has explained that the 
majority of time and effort that IS mvested in personal relationships involves 
maintaming the relationship rather than startmg or ending it. In the context of sport, 
coaches and athletes fonnulate and maintain their athletic relationship motivated by 
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such goals as improving performance and achieving success. Since performance 
accomphshments do not occur overrught, coaches and athletes are usually required 
to estabhsh a working partnership that is long-term, stable and satisfYing (Durand-
Bush & Salmela, 2002). Maintenance of the coach-athlete relationship is not simple 
and often necessitates conscious effort from both parties, hence it merits our 
attention. 
The coach-athlete relationship has been defined as " ... the situation in which 
coaches' and athletes' emotions, thoughts and behaviours are mutually and causally 
inter-connected" (Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004, p. 245). This definition highlights the 
bi-directional nature of such relationships whilst adhering to the recommendations 
of researchers who have advocated that we need to consider the affective 
(emotiOns), cognitive (thoughts) and behavioural interpersonal aspects of 
relationships (e.g., Kelley et al., 1983). 
Based on this definition, J owett (2005b, 2007) has developed the 3+ I es 
conceptuahzation of the coach-athlete relationship. This model incorporates the 
construct of closeness, which is defined as the affective meanings that the coach and 
athlete assign to their relationship ( e g., respect, trust and liking) The cognitive 
aspect is operatwnalised as commitment and relates to the members' intentions to 
maintain the relationship now and in the future. The behavioural aspect is 
operationahsed as complementarity and refers to the relatiOnship members' co-
operative and correspondmg behaviours of affihation ( e g , being responsive and 
friendly). Finally, the"+ I" element of this conceptualization is eo-orientation. eo-
orientation concerns the degree to which the athlete's and the coach's perceptions 
are interconnected and therefore reflect their common ground. 
The construct of eo-orientation contains two perspectives: the direct 
perspective is reflected in how one person feels, thinks and behaves towards the 
other ( e g, 'I like my coach/athlete') and the meta-perspective is reflected m how 
the athlete/coach believes the other feels, thinks and behaves ( e g., 'My 
coach/athlete likes me'). eo-orientation also incorporates the concepts of actual 
similarity (i.e., whether the coach and athlete are actually feeling, thinking and 
behaving in similar ways), assumed similarity (I e., how similar the coach or athlete 
believes that the other member of the dyad is to them) and empathic accuracy (i e, 
whether the coach or athlete can accurately perceive or interpret the other's 
thoughts, feelings and behaviours). 
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A number of qualitative studies have been undertaken, which have 
employed the 3+ 1 C conceptualization, or the earlier 3Cs conceptualization (i.e., 
closeness, co-onentation and complementarity), to investigate the nature and role of 
the coach-athlete relationship (see e.g., Jowett & Cockerill, 2003; Jowett & Frost, 
2008; Jowett & Meek, 2000; Philippe & Seiler, 2006). This body of research has 
shed light on the different factors, which both affect, and are affected by, the coach-
athlete relationship. It has also developed our understandmg of the nature and 
content of this important dyadic relationship within the realm of sport. 
There remains, however, a great scope for research in this field, as displayed 
by the research model presented by Jowett and Poczwardowski (2007). This model 
calls for research regardmg the role played by interpersonal communication, 
because communication is viewed as a process from, which coaches and athletes 
can either become close (united) or distant (divided). Thus, the present study argues 
that relationship maintenance strategies are embedded within the interpersonal 
communication "layer" of Jowett and Poczwardowski's (2007) research model. 
Early research regarding personal relationships tended to focus on 
relationship initiation or termination (Aylor & Dainton, 2004) More recent research 
has focused on what partners do Within their relationship to maintain its quality. 
Dindia and Canary (1993) have descnbed relational mamtenance as the strategies 
used to keep a relationship in a specified state or condition. Wiegel and Ballard-
Reisch (1999) suggested that maintenance strategies are the pnmary method by 
which people within close relationships maintam the quality of their relationship. 
The initial studies of relationship maintenance centred on dating or married couples 
(e.g., Dainton & Stafford, 1993, Stafford & Canary, 1991). However, more recently 
the principles and concepts of relationship maintenance have been applied to parent-
child relationships (e g, Punyanunt-Carter, 2006) and friendship relations (Bippus, 
& Rolhn, 2003). 
In a seminal paper within the relationship maintenance literature, Stafford 
and Canary (1991) identified five primary relationship maintenance strategies: 
Positivity, Openness, Assurance, Social Networks and Shared Tasks. Positzvzty 
concerns acting cheerfully and being upbeat when around the partner. Openness 
relates to the direct discussion of the relationship and disclosing what one wants 
from it Assurance refers to the sending of messages that imply one's commitlnent 
to the relationship. Social Networks involve spendmg time together and interacting 
127 
with mutual friends. Finally, Shared Tasks relates to the partoers performing 
assigned chores around the house. Canary and Zelley (2000) have added an 
additiOnal two relationship maintenance categones: Conflict Management (i e. co-
operating when discussing disagreements) and Advice (i.e. giving one's opmions 
regarding the partner's problems). 
Canary and Stafford (1992) suggested that these strategies also "affect the 
nature of the relationship" (p 9). Over the years, research studies have found 
positive associations with such relationship properties as liking (Canary & Stafford, 
1992), trust (Stafford, Dainton, & Haas, 2000), affinity seeking (Bell, Daly, & 
Gonzalez, 1987), control mutuality (Canary & Stafford, 1992), love (Stafford, et al., 
2000) and commitment (Canary & Stafford, 1992; Stafford et al., 2000). 
Researchers have also indicated that maintenance strategies need to be contmually 
performed as their absence can lead to a rapid decline in the quality of a relationship 
(Canary, Stafford, & Semic, 2002). 
Overall, it is believed that these types of relationship maintenance acts are 
used to ensure the continuation of valued relationships through three distinct routes 
(a) the prevention oftheu decline, (b) their further enhancement, or (c) theu repair 
and re-establishment (Canary & Stafford, 1994). Canary and Stafford (1994) have 
ascertained that the use of these strategies can lead to a number of positive 
relationship-related outcomes includmg intimacy, commitment, and satisfaction. 
5.1.1. Study aims 
Although no sport psychology research has directly considered relationship 
maintenance within the coach-athlete relationship, some research appears to have 
addressed issues, which may be seen as maintenance strategies. For example, Gould 
et al. (2007) interviewed I 0 American football coaches who had all received awards 
for their abihty to facilitate their athletes' personal development. They were all 
found to have good mterpersonal or communication skills. In the mterviews, these 
coaches emphasised the importance of having open lines of communication with 
their athletes, possessing clear expectations, and holdmg their players accountable 
to them, avoiding punishment or criticisms that were directed to their players' 
character or personality, and showing that they cared, trusted, and respected their 
players as people. These enacted communicative acts parallel the relationship 
maintenance strategies labelled as positivity, openness, and assurance (cf. Stafford 
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& Canary, 1991). Moreover, research focusing on coaches' behaviours has 
consistently illustrated that supportive and encouraging coaches are more likely to 
have a positive impact on their athletes' development (Coatsworth & Conroy, 
2006), particularly when their athletes are less confident about themselves (Smith & 
Smell, 1990). 
This limited body of research indirectly sheds some light on the processes 
that lead to satisfying coach-athlete interactions. However, it has not directly 
examined relationship maintenance strategies and their potential associations with 
relationship quality. Thus, the aim of this study was to investigate coaches and 
athletes' perceptions regardmg the strategies they use to maintain and enhance the 
quality of the coach-athlete relatiOnship relative to their experiences of closeness, 
commitment, complementarity and eo-orientation (i.e., Jowett's (2005b, 2007) 
3+ 1 Cs conceptual model). 
5.2. Method 
5.2.1. Participants 
The sample (N= 12) consisted of6 coaches and 6 athletes. The coaches (4 
males and 2 females) had a mean age of27 years (SD = 14.01). One of these 
coaches worked at the national level, 2 at the county level, and 3 at the elite 
university level. They coached m mdividual (i.e. Tennis, Archery, Trampohning, 
and Squash) and team (i.e. Football) sports. They had been coaching for a mean of 
7.33 years (SD = 7.03). The athletes (4 females and 2 males). had a mean age of 
22.83 years (SD = 2.32). They perfonned at a range of competitive levels (i.e. 2 at 
international, 1 at national and 3 at the elite university level) and represented both 
individual (i e Athletics, Karate, and Ice-Skatmg) and team (i.e. Football, Hockey, 
and Rowing) sports. These athletes had been competing for a mean of 9.67 years 
(SO= 3.72). To maintain the anonymity of the participants, the athletes have been 
labelled as A1-A6 and the coaches have been labelled as C1-C6 in the results 
section. 
5.2.2. Instrumentation 
One-to-one interviews were conducted in order to gain in-depth data about 
the strategies used to maintain the quality of the coach-athlete relationship An 
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interview schedule was developed guided by principles lmd out in relevant 
qualitative research literature (see e.g., Patton, 2002). The original interview 
schedule was piloted twice: first with an athlete and then with a coach These 
interviews were conducted in order to gain feedback on the content of the interview 
and to check its approximate length and duration. The p1lot led to minor 
modifications taking place in order to enhance clanty, coherence and discourse. 
The final interview schedule contained a total of I 0 open-ended questions and was 
divided into 3 sections. The mterv1ew schedule is presented in Appendix C. 
The first section outlined the purpose of the study before covering 
demographic information (e.g., the participant's mam sport, length of participation, 
and competitive level). The second section was the main part of the interview and 
contained standardized questiOns that addressed both positive and negative aspects 
of interpersonal interactions. Specifically, the focus oftlus section was on collecting 
responses related to what the participants considered to be important m a good 
coach-athlete relationship as well as how they thought such a relationship is 
developed and maintained (e.g, What do you see as important in a good coach-
athlete relatiOnship? How is a good relationship developed and maintained?) 
Participants were also presented with simple defirutions of the 3+1Cs and were 
invited to discuss a time/s when they did have/did not have each of these 
relationship constructs whilst considermg efforts made to develop and maintain the 
quality of the relationship ( e g , Think of a time when you were comm1tted to your 
coach/athlete. What do you feel helped to develop and maintain this?) .. Prompts 
and follow-up questions were used as necessary to facilitate and encourage the flow 
of mformation. The third and final section of the mterview asked partiCipants to 
make any additional comments or to clanfy or expand any comments, which they 
had made during the interview (i e , Are there any other factors, which you now 
think help the development and maintenance of a good coach-athlete relationship, 
which we have not already discussed?). All interviews were audio-taped With the 
permission of the participants and were transcribed verbatim immediately after each 
interview. 
5.2.3. Procedure 
Sports clubs m and close to Loughborough University were e-mailed to 
inform coaches and athletes about the purpose of the study and to invite them to 
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participate. The e-mail was shortly followed by a telephone call to identify any 
potential participants. If there was interest in participating in the study, a convement 
time, and locatiOn was arranged for the interview. In an attempt to maxim1se the 
diversity and breadth of the obtained qualitative data, a consc1ous effort was made 
to recruit independent coaches and athletes (i.e., no dyads) from a range of sports 
and competitive levels. The interview was conducted in a private room with only 
the interviewer and interviewee (athlete or coach) present. All participants were 
informed that the interview was anonymous and confidential and that they were free 
to end the interview at any time. Prior to any data being collected, approval for the 
study was obtained from Loughborough University's ethical advisory committee. 
5.2.4. Data Analysis 
The use of content analysis after an interview is the most common 
qualitative approach within sport psychology research (Cote, Salmela, Baria, & 
Russell, 1993). Content analysis is a process by which large amounts of qualitative 
data are organized through coding the information mto categories, which concern 
Similar themes. The process can be inductive (e.g., where themes and categones 
emerge from the transcripts) and/or deductive (e.g., where the data are organized in 
pre-existing categories, which are drawn from theory or research). The obtained 
qualitative data was subjected to content analysis that involved both inductive and 
deductive coding (see Patton, 2002). 
The analytical process commenced by reading all 143 single-spaced pages of 
the transcribed data in order to facilitate an understanding of the information that 
was provided by the participants Subsequently, the data were then analysed on the 
basis that a raw data unit represented a "quote" (i e , a complete sentence/s that 
referred to a distmct strategy and made sense as a stand alone unit). Gmded by 
Stafford et al.'s (2000) seven relatiOnship maintenance strategies (Conflict 
Management, Openness, Positivity, Advice, Assurance, Shared Tasks, and Social 
Networks), the data was examined in order to identify quotes that fitted these 
categories. Any remaimng relevant quotes that did not fit into any of these 
categories were grouped in a category labelled "other". Subsequently, the quotes 
within each category were then reviewed such that themes could be identified and 
the quotes could further be organized into sub-categories 
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A subject matter expert then reviewed the categorizations in order to 
highlight areas of potential discrepancy Some areas of discrepancy were resolved 
with dialogue and re-assignment. Moreover, the categories and sub-categories were 
given to an independent psychology researcher who was asked to assign each sub-
category (lower order theme, specific) to the category (higher order theme, general) 
within which they felt it most appropriately belonged The responses supplied were 
90% in agreement with the categorizations, which indicated a level of consistency in 
terms of the manner in which the qualitative data had been analyzed. 
5.3. Results 
The analytical approach used yielded seven dimensions of relationship 
maintenance within the coach-athlete relationship: Conflict Management, Openness, 
Motivational, Positivity, Advice, Support, and Social Networks. These seven 
dimensions contained 21 sub-categories. The results are presented using frequency 
tables and illustrative quotes as recommended by Culver, Gilbert, and Trudel 
(2003). Overall, all of the dimensions were mentiOned by the majority of the 
participants. The largest discrepancies between the coaches and the athletes were 
found regarding Conflict Management (which was mentiOned by all coaches but 
only 4 of the athletes), and Support (which was discussed by all athletes but only 4 
of the coaches). Table 5.1 summarizes the categorization of raw data points into the 
various dimensions and themes. Results are broken down to show the distribution of 
the coaches' responses, the athletes' responses and the sample as a whole. 
The percentage of raw data points categorised into each dimension ranged 
from 9% for Support to 31.75% for MotivatiOnal. The remaining dimensions were 
Conflict Management (9.5%), Positivity (10%), Socml Networks (11.5%), 
Openness (12%), and Advice (16.5%). The main differences between coaches and 
athletes were that coaches discussed Conflict Management more than twice as many 
times as athletes whereas athletes mentioned Support twice as many times as 
coaches. Each of the seven dimensions are discussed next. 
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Table 5-1 Frequency of the Main Categories and Subcategor.es of Mamtenance Strategies in 
the Coach-Athlete RelatiOnship 
Categories Frequencies 
Sub-categories 
Coaches Athletes Total 
N % N % N % 
Conjlzct Management 26 6.5 12 3 38 9.5 
Proactive I I 2.75 6 1.5 17 4.25 
Reactive IS 3.75 6 1.5 21 5 25 
Openness 20 5 28 7 48 12 
Personal communication 9 2.25 9 2.25 18 4.5 
Talk about anything 6 1.5 9 2.25 15 3.75 
Other awareness 5 1.25 10 25 IS 3.75 
Motivational 63 15.75 64 16 127 31.75 
Effort 16 4 14 3.5 30 7.5 
Motivate other 13 3 25 IS 3.75 28 7 
Fun 9 2.25 5 1.25 I4 3.5 
Show ability 25 6 25 30 7.5 55 13.75 
Posztivzty 22 55 I8 4.5 40 IO 
Adaptability 6 I 5 7 1.75 I3 3.25 
Fairness 7 1.75 I 0.25 8 2 
External Pressures 9 2.25 IO 2.5 I9 4.75 
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Table 5.1 cont. 
Categories Frequencies 
Sub-categories 
Coaches Athletes Total 
N % N % N % 
Advrce 32 8 34 8.5 66 16 5 
Sport communication 10 2.5 5 1.25 15 3.75 
Reward feedback 10 2.5 6 1.5 16 4 
Constructive feedback 12 3 23 5.75 35 8.75 
Support 12 3 24 6 36 9 
Assurance 7 1.75 6 I 5 13 3.25 
Sport support 5 1.25 14 35 19 4.75 
Personal support 0 0 4 I 4 I 
Social Networks 25 6 25 21 5.25 46 11.5 
Socialising 21 5.25 17 4.25 38 9.5 
Shared networks 4 I 4 I 8 2 
Conjlrct Management The first dimension that emerged from the data 
concerns conflict management. It was cited by I 0 of the participants ( 6 coaches and 
4 athletes) with 9.5% of the raw data points being categorised in this dimensiOn 
(6 5% coaches and 3% athletes). Conflict management is defined as discussing 
expectations and the consequences if these are not met as well as co-operatmg m the 
discussion of disagreements. It contains the themes of Proactive Strategres (e.g., 
takmg steps to clarify expectations and hence avoid conflict) and Reactive 
Strategies (e.g., co-operating during the discussion of disagreements). This 
dimension is exemplified by the following quotes, "I have just never got on with the 
guy and even when I have tried to he has just shot me down" (C3: Male university 
archery coach). Also, 
"You can discuss at the beginning of the relationship what you both expect 
from one another and have an understanding, a consensus, between the two 
from the start of the relationship, but I think that it is important during the 
relationship as years go on to reassess that" (A2· Male international track 
and field athlete) 
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This dimension is similar to that highlighted within close relationships (Canary & 
Zelley, 2000; Stafford et al., 2000). However, its conceptualization has been 
expanded to not only mclude co-operative acts during disagreements but also pre-
emptive strategies such as clarifying one's expectations and the consequences If 
these are not met (e.g., fines for being consistently late for training). 
Openness This was mentioned by alll2 participants and 12% of the raw 
data units were categorised within this dimension (5% coaches and 7% athletes). 
Openness relates to the disclosure of one's feelings. It contains three themes. 
Personal Commumcatzon (e.g., discussing issues, which are not directly related to 
sport), Talk about anything (e.g., making it clear that the coach/athlete can talk 
about any topic With you), and Other Awareness (e.g., Making an attempt to 
understand how the coach/athlete is feeling). The following quotes illustrate the use 
of openness within the coach-athlete relationship; 
"You are confident enough to have two-way communication and feel 
assured that if you bring something up outside of sport, then it is not just 
going to be battered away and it is not going to affect anything. It IS just 
positive from both sides" (A4: female university football player). Another 
example is "Talking a lot, but not just talking about your sport and your 
coaching but sometimes taking it further than just being coach and athlete, 
that can build up a better relationship" (CS. female university Trampolining 
coach) 
This dimension directly relates to the Openness category Within Stafford and 
Canary's (1991) model of relationship maintenance. A distinction should be drawn, 
however, that 'openness' strategies within the coach-athlete relationship involve the 
discussion of topics outside of the sporting environment (e.g., work and family life). 
Communication, which IS related to sport is categorised within the Advice 
dimensiOn, which is discussed below. 
Motivational. The third dimension, which emerged was MotivatiOnal and 
this was discussed by all12 participants. With 31.75% of the raw data points 
(15.75% coaches and 16% athletes), it was the most frequently mentioned form of 
relationship maintenance within the coach-athlete relationship. Motivational 
strategies are defined as those, which either indicate one's motivation to work with 
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the coach/athlete or a coach/athlete motivating their athlete/coach to continue 
working with them. This category contains four themes; Effort (e.g., puttmg in 
effort during training or competition), Mot1vate Other (e g, attempts to motivate the 
coach/athlete), Fun (e g, attempts to make the interactions enjoyable), and Showmg 
Ab1llty (e g, demonstrating that one has the capability of making the relationship 
successful). The use of motivational strategies are mdicated by the following 
statements, "I definitely would be more committed to a coach who shows you more 
like, passion and enthusiasm for it" (AS: Female university hockey player). Also, 
"Yes, it is a shared task, and a shared effort and it is a shared achievement 
so like he puts in just as much as we do. It might not be physical, like he 
won't do the physical traimng that we do but he puts in as much and 
therefore you want to wm .. We sit down once a month or once a term and 
kmd of set a main goal and then obviously like smaller goals to get there. 
But I think, just because, you know, you set a main goal so far in advance 
that you have got to have miniature hurdles to overcome or to achieve to 
build up that trust that you will get to your main goal" (A3: Female national 
roWing athlete). 
Moreover, one of the coaches reported, 
"another good thing to do, with older kids especially, is to demonstrate, not 
necessarily your capabilities but you show that you know what you are 
talking about, that you can help them; when you are coaching them the 
things that you are saying are actually useful" (Cl. Male county tennis 
coach). 
Motivational strategies have not been highlighted Withm previous 
relationslup maintenance research ( e g , Canary & Zelley, 2000; Stafford et al., 
2000). Stafford and Canary (1991) discussed "Shared tasks" in terms of romantic 
and marital couples completing domestic chores; this "Shared tasks" dimension may 
reflect an element of this newly formulated Motivational strategy. The Motivational 
strategy may be better smted to sport as well as educational contexts (e.g., teacher-
pupil, supervisor-student). 
Pos1t1vity The fourth category of relationship maintenance strategies was 
mentioned by 11 out of the 12 participants (5 coaches and 6 athletes) and 10% of 
the raw data points were categonsed under this dimension (5.5% coaches and 4.5% 
athletes) Positivity is defined as being adaptable, fair and considerate of events 
external to the coach/athlete's sporting life. It is comprised of 3 themes: 
Adaptab1hty (e.g., changing one's behaviour to suit the preferences of the 
coach/athlete), Fwrness (e.g., being fair and showing good sportsmanship), and 
External Pressures (e.g., positively dealing with events outside of the 
coach/athlete's sporting hfe). This strategy is illustrated by the following quotes, 
You need an approach that is customized to who you are talking to, otherwise it 
will not work" (C2: Male national football coach), and 
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"There were some (players) I know that turned to very subtle cheating .. if 
people are like that a lot of the time then you have to tell them they have to 
change if they want to keep that relationship gomg" (C6 Male county 
Squash coach). 
And two of the athletes stated, 
"If you have just finished work or something and you say I have had a bad 
day at work, you know, I feel tired and the coach might say right well lets 
not train for an hour and a half tonight, lets tram for an hour and put a harder 
sessiOn m later m the week or something hke that. So, I think that is 
Important" (A2: Male international track and field athlete) and, 
"They understand that people have different interests and different 
aspirations. They are not going to try and push every player to try and reach 
an international standard and they work, you know, with the elite that do but 
understand and accept those who don't and try and change the way they 
approach it depending on what kind of player they are with" (A4: Female 
university football player). 
This dimension is comparable to the Positivity category within Stafford and 
Canary's (1991) model of relationship maintenance. However, the definition IS 
extended to highlight the importance of adaptability, fairness, and acting positively 
regarding issues that are outside of the sportmg arena, all of which can often impact 
on sport-related activities. The key is not just being aware of an Issue but taking 
positive measures to deal with it and ensure that It does not have a negative effect 
on the sporting relationship. 
Advice All 12 participants discussed strategies, which fell within this 
category. This dimension contained 16.5% of the raw data points (8% coaches and 
8.5% athletes), which ensured that it was the second most frequently mentiOned 
category after motivational strategies. It is defined as giving one's opmions on 
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problems being faced by either the coach or the athlete, as well as giving and 
receiving feedback in a positive and open way. Advice contains three themes: Sport 
Commumcation (e.g, discussmg issues, which are directly related to sport), Reward 
Feedback(e.g, praising the coach/athlete where appropriate), and Constructive 
Feedback (e g, giving opinions and mstructions designed to improve performance 
rather than criticize). Advice is exemplified by the following quotes, "Try and, you 
know, give them good one-to-one feedback, lots of encouragement so you can bUild 
that relationship" (Cl: Male county tennis coach), and another coach reported, 
"I think that communication is very important, sort of after every match, I 
think that as a player I hked people to sort of give me feedback and as a 
coach I think I try to do that as well" (C4: Female university football coach) 
Moreover, two of the athletes explained the following, 
"So when she wrote the feedback down it made me very angry because I felt 
that she had not been listening to me that week or she had not really pa1d 
attention to actually how I performed because what she was writing down 
was not actually what I had done" (AI: Female international ice-skater) and, 
"There are times in the relationship when I respected her for being honest 
with me. For example, perhaps she thought that I wasn't competing at the 
right standard or I wasn't doing something correctly, she would always be 
open and honest with me and I always respected her for that, kind of, I know 
that some coaches often, didn't always tell their athletes exactly what they 
were domg wrong because they did not want to hurt their feelmgs, and so 
they never really, 1t took them a lot longer to improve and to get over their 
bad times where as my coach was always very direct With me and although 
that somet!IDes did upset me, I always respected her for that because it got 
me further" (AI: Female international ice-skater). 
This dimension relates to the Advice category within Stafford et al.'s (2000) model 
However, its content differs due to the fact that the nature of advice given within a 
romantic relationship is ostensibly different to that given within the coach-athlete 
relationship. Advice, and feedback, 1s a more central process within a sporting 
relationship as 1t IS viewed as a key element of coaching (e.g., Chelladura1, 1993; 
Smith & Smoll, 1990) Thus the meaning of advice goes beyond simply giVIng 
opinions regarding problems to mclude the giving of reward or praise and 
constructive feedback to the coach/athlete. 
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Support Ten out of the 12 participants Cited this dimensiOn (4 coaches and 6 
athletes). A total of 9% of the raw data points were categorised within this 
dimension (3% coaches and 6% athletes). Support is defined as showing that one is 
committed to the coach-athlete relationship and being their for the coach/athlete in 
terms of both sports-related and personal issues). This dimension contams three 
themes. Assurance (e.g., showing that you are committed to the coach/athlete), 
Sport-specific Support (e.g., giving support to the coach/athlete after poor 
performance) and Personal Support (e g., giving support to the coach/athlete 
regarding non-sport issues). An example of the quotes within this dimensiOn IS "If 
they feel that you do not believe in them then you break that trust, what we were 
talking about for. Without that things stop being, things start being troublesome, 
things start, relationships can deteriorate very quickly" (C2: Male national football 
coach) Other examples included, 
"Once you are at the competition ... they would make sure that every time 
you have a fight or every time you were performing the routines, he would 
make sure there was always someone present on the mat to like basically be 
your coach and guide you and all of that kind of stuff so you very much had 
their support and you know, one on one services in those situations" (A6: 
Male national karate athlete) and, 
"Like one lesson I was traimng and my grandpa died like about a couple of 
days before that and he could see that my head obviously was not in it and 
he pulled me to the side and he asked me if I was ok and I told him and just 
having that support from the instructor defimtely helps" (A6: Male national 
karate athlete). 
This strategy corresponds to the Assurance category within Stafford and Canary's 
(1991) model. However, it is expanded in order to highlight the Importance of 
supporting the coach/athlete regarding both sporting and non-sporting issues 
Socwl Networks This was mentioned by all participants with 11.5% (6 25% 
coaches and 5.25% athletes) of raw data units relating to this category. It is defined 
as spending social time with the coach/athlete and mutual friends outside of the 
sporting environment It contains two themes: Socwlmng (e.g., spending social time 
with the coach/athlete) and Shared Network ( e g., spending time with mutual 
friends). The participants discussed the importance of socializing as it directly 
relates to competing, for example 
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"If players can go all together m the same bus it is much better than having 
people going in their own cars because the travel is important, people talk 
on travels. We have this tradition of game day, all players have to 
compulsory have to go to the social, compulsory have to meet for a drink 
later Even if it is only for half an hour, just show up, have a coke and go 
home, that is alright, as long as they show up and be there for a while and 
share something with your team mates. That kind of thing are important" 
(C2: Male national football coach). 
They also highlighted the importance of socializing that does not occur within the 
context of sport. "He would invite us around for dinner . and rowing nights out or 
fund-raising night, whatever" (A3: Female national rower), and 
"I definitely think that them making the effort to go to somethmg hke that 
(end of year awards night), It helps out the club and the team because then 
we know, we see the club as one and not JUSt the girls and then the coaches" 
(AS: Female university hockey player). 
Finally, they discussed the benefits of having mutual friends and affiliations, 
"Like he used to come around for dinner and all that kmd of stuff and we went 
round his house so we become very close" (A6: Male national karate athlete). Also, 
"I have been in a couple of coach-athlete relationships where I know the 
coach's family and I know the male coach's wife and son and daughter and 
ended up actually being, becoming friends with their son and forming 
friendships and gomg out socially with the coaches' sons and being like that 
and that does improve the bond" (A2: Male international track and field 
athlete). 
This dimension is directly relevant to the Social Networks dimension w1thm 
Stafford and Canary's (1991) model. It emphasises the importance of spending 
social time together in social events that occur outside their sporting environment. 
Such activities appear to contribute toward developmg and maintaining the quality 
of the coach-athlete relationship. 
The seven maintenance strategies identified comprise the COMPASS model 
of relationship maintenance m the coach-athlete relationship (see Figure 5 I) Thus, 
the use of these strategies is theorised to contribute towards positive relatiOnal 
outcomes (i e. closeness, commitment, complementarity and eo-orientation) In 
contrast, the absence of the use of these strategies is thought to lead to negative 
relational outcomes for the coach and the athlete (i.e. a lack of closeness, 
commitment, complementarity and eo-orientation). 
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Figure 5-l The COMPASS model of relationship maintenance m the coach-athlete relationship 
The COMPASS model 
Positive relaHonshlp 
Conn1ct management 
Openness Openneu 
Mobvatlooal Mobvatlonal 
Posrtlvrty Posrtlvrty COACH ATHLETE 
Advice Adv1ce 
Support s,_ 
Negative relationship Social Networts 
e g distant, 
non-complementary 
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5.4. General Discussion 
The present study explored the relatiOnship maintenance strategies used by 
coaches and athletes that aim to develop and maintam the quality of their athletic 
relationship. Content analysis of the obtained qualitative data suggested seven mam 
categories: Conflict Management, Openness, Motivational, Positivity, Advice, 
Support, and Social Networks. It is proposed that these seven strategies represent the 
"COMPASS" model of mamtenance strategies in the coach-athlete relationship. 
Generally speaking, both the Openness and Social Network strategies were similar 
to those found in previous research regarding romantic relationships (Stafford & 
Canary, 1991; Stafford, et al., 2000). Other dimensions were similar to those within 
Stafford et al.'s (2000) model but were expanded or appropnately altered to ensure 
that they were relevant to the coach-athlete relationship context. Subsequently, the 
category of conflict management was expanded to include proactive strategies for 
avoiding conflict, and positivity was expanded to include adaptability, fairness, and 
managing external pressures, whilst advice essentially emphasises positive and 
constructive feedback. 
The only category within Stafford et al.'s (2000) model, which was not 
supported within this study, was shared tasks. Shared tasks appear to be relevant to 
domestic relationships such as those, which are romantic, marital, or familial In the 
coach-athlete relationship, a category labelled motivatiOnal emerged containing 
strategies that were intended to inspire the coach and the athlete or to demonstrate 
one's own motivatiOn. With almost a third of comments relating to this dimension, 
motivational strategies appear to play a very important role in developmg and 
maintaining the quality of a coach-athlete relationship. 
The findings support prevwus research within sport psychology. For 
example, Gould et al. (2007) in their research with award-winning coaches 
highlighted the importance of a number of interpersonal skills including using open 
lines of communication (openness), having a winning record (motivational), caring 
about their athletes as people (positivity) and havmg clear expectations and 
accountability (conflict management). Moreover, research conducted m the area of 
social support (see Rees, 2007) and coachmg behaviours (Coatsworth & Conroy, 
2006; Smith & Smoll, 1990) highlights the critical role played by communication 
(e.g., perceiving and receiving support, being encouraged, and cared for), and this 
is something, which underpins many of the relationship maintenance dimensions 
found Within this study. 
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Based on the findings of this study, the COMPASS model is proposed as a 
framework for maintaming the quality of the coach-athlete relationship. The model 
suggests that the use of these seven mamtenance strategies will have a positive 
effect on the quality of the relationship, as defined by Jowett's (2005b, 2007) 3+!Cs 
conceptualization. Correspondingly, the absence of these strategies will have a 
negative effect on relationship quality (cf. Canary et al., 2002). These effects are 
suggested to be bi-directional in that one's use of these strategies will have an 
Impact on both one's own perceptions of relationship quality as well as the 
perceptions of one's coach or athlete (i.e., direct and meta-perspectives). Sport 
psychology consultants, coaches and athletes can therefore use the proposed 
COMPASS to help navigate the journey of the coach-athlete relationship and to 
ensure an effective working partnership. The findings generated by this research, 
particularly the COMPASS model, can benefit practitioners and researchers through 
the development of coach education programmes and provide a basis upon which 
interventions can be built and tested. 
This study represents an important step in "crossing the chasm" Within the 
interpersonal relationships in sport field (Jowett & Wylleman, 2006) It expands our 
knowledge of the interpersonal dynamics between the coach and the athlete that has 
been generated through diverse theoretical frameworks employing qualitative and 
quantitative research (e g., Chelladurai, 1993; Jowett & Cockerill, 2003; Smith & 
Smoll, 1990) by promoting an understanding of the processes necessary for 
maintaining the quality of the coach-athlete relationship. However, as relatiOnship 
mamtenance in sport has received very little attention, there is great scope for 
further research. 
Research is mented that continues to investigate the relationships between 
maintenance strategies and the quality of coach-athlete relationships. Specifically, 
the role of individual factors ( e g., age, gender and race, athlete experience and 
coach qualificatiOn, personality characteristics), relationship factors (e.g., 
relatiOnship length and typical versus atypical relationships) and environmental 
factors (e g, culture, team and individual sport) is worthy of investigation because 
each of these factors may be important moderators in the selectiOn, usage, and 
effectiveness of specific relatiOnship maintenance strategies Research investigating 
the relationships between maintenance strategies and outcome variables (e.g., 
performance and satisfaction) would also be of interest. Another important future 
research direction that can significantly extend the findings of this study is to 
examine the effectiveness of the COMPASS model by conducting either an 
interventiOn-based or an experimental research study. 
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Such further work would help to overcome some of the limitations of the 
present study. The data used consisted of the subjective experiences and perceptions 
of the participants and hence more research is required to assess whether the 
perceived importance of the strategies identified can be empirically supported. 
Another limitatiOn relates to the generalizability of the COMPASS model as It 
currently remains unknown. The COMPASS model will need to be tested m a 
range of different samples to determine the extent to which it can be generalized 
across diverse coach-athlete relationships and potentially to other interpersonal 
relatiOnships in sport (e.g., friendship relations) and outside sport (e.g., supervisor-
student). 
The research study reported here builds upon work that has been conducted 
in the broader relationship psychology research field that aims to unravel the 
specific relationship maintenance strategies people use. In this study, evidence was 
supplied to indicate that certain relationship maintenance strategies can be common 
across relationship contexts (e g., romance and sport). Moreover, evidence was 
supplied to indicate that relationship mamtenance strategies can be unique to the 
specific relationship context. Overall, thiS study and the generated COMPASS 
model represent an important contribution to our understanding of how 
relationships, especially as these pertam to coaches and their athletes, are developed 
and maintamed. It provides a tool from, which sport psychology researchers and 
practitiOners can begin to consider relatiOnship maintenance strategies that can 
ultimately help coaches and athletes navigate the journey along the road to 
performance success and personal satisfaction. 
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6. Study 4 
Building upon Study 3, the final stage of this thesis developed a measure of 
the use of mamtenance strategies within the coach-athlete relationship (coach-
athlete relationship maintenance questionnaire: CARM-Q). Fifty items were 
generated based on relevant theory and research. The content validity of these items 
was established using an expert panel. The items were then administered to 25 I 
participants (146 athletes and I05 coaches). Principal Components Analysis (PCA) 
was used to identify the latent underlying structure. A 28 1tem measure was created, 
which is comprised of7 sub-scales: conflict management, openness, motivational, 
preventative, assurance, support and social network strategies. 
This study provides some empirical support for the COMPASS model of 
relationship mamtenance, which was developed in Study 3 of this thesis. Although 
empincal support was gained for most of the categories, which emerged in Study 3, 
the positiv1ty and advice sub-scales were replaced with preventative and assurance 
strategies to create a revised version of the COMPASS model. Evidence for the 
reliability and factorial validity of the CARM-Q was found. Criterion valid1ty 
evidence was also obtained based on correlations between the CARM-Q sub-scales 
and those of the long versions of the CART-Qs (coach-athlete relationship 
questionnaires), which measures perceptions of closeness, commitment and 
Complementarity. The long versions of the CART-Qs were those, which were 
developed withm Study I of this thesis. A series of regression analyses also 
revealed that one can pred1ct a relatively high amount of the variance in perceptions 
of different aspects of relatiOnship quality based on the use of maintenance 
strateg1es. Future research directions are considered and the contribution that this 
research can make to coach and athlete education programmes is discussed 
6.1. Introduction 
Research on coaching in sport can be categorised in terms of whether it 
addresses intrapersonal or interpersonal factors (e.g. Iso-Ahola, I995) Intrapersonal 
factors concern those influences that occur within individuals. Examples of the 
importance of intra personal factors have been provided by research involving elite 
coaches and world and Olympic champions who have highlighted the importance of 
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mental toughness, confidence, competitiveness, self belief, attentional focus, 
maintaining composure and psycholog1cal development (Durand-Bush & Salmela, 
2002; Gould et al., 2002). More recently, however, there has been a growmg 
amount of theory and research, which highlights the importance of the role played 
by interpersonal factors withm the sporting arena. 
Intrapersonal factors relate to those, which occur between individuals. These 
include topics such as team cohesion (Carron et al., 2007), socml support (Rees, 
2007) and coaching (Lyle, 1999). In a survey conducted by Gould et al. (2002), elite 
coaches highlighted the Importance of these interpersonal factors in terms of 
facilitating athletic performance. They specifically identified relevant relationships, 
such as those between athletes and with significant others such as family members, 
as having a significant influence on elite athletic performance. 
Within the UK, there is a current shift towards the 'professionalisation' of 
coaching (UK Sport, 200 I). Education is a key part of th1s transition and this will 
likely benefit from including information regarding the intrapersonal and 
interpersonal aspects of sport. Indeed, the coach-athlete relationship has been 
identified as a prominent issue Wlthm coach education, which is an important 
interpersonal influence (DCMS, 2000). Such education needs to be grounded on 
sound scientific evidence, which is grounded in theory and research findings 
Research has been conducted over the past decade, which has sigmficantly 
increased our understanding of the content and natllre of the coach-athlete 
relationship A significant amount of this research has related to Jowett's (2005b, 
2007) 3+1Cs conceptualisation of the coach-athlete relationship (i.e. closeness, 
commitment, complementarity and eo-orientation) and the associated coach-athlete 
relationship questionnaires (CART-Q meta perspective, Jowett, in press; CART-Q 
direct perspective, Jowett & Ntoumams, 2004). This body of evidence has 
significantly developed our understanding of both the content and correlates of the 
coach-athlete relationship (e g. Jowett, 2008b; Jowett & Cockerill, 2003; Jowett & 
Frost, 2008; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004; LeFraniere et al., 2007). 
The research conducted within this thesis has also made a significant 
contribution to th1s domain by expandmg a measure of the quality of a coach-athlete 
relationship Study I developed longer versions of the Coach-Athlete Relationship 
Questionnaires (CART-Q), both its direct perspective (Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004) 
and meta perspective (Jowett, in press) These longer CART-Qs measure an 
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individual's direct and m eta perspectives of the level of closeness, commitment and 
complementanty within their coach-athlete relatwnship. Evidence of the content 
and cri tenon validity of the long CART-Qs was gained and support for the internal 
reliability of the sub-scales was demonstrated. 
The factorial vahd1ty of the longer versions of the CART -Qs was assessed 
through determining the extent to which the data fitted Jowett's (2005b, 2007) 
3+ 1 Cs conceptualisation of the coach-athlete relationship. The extent to which a 3 
first order factor model, which was taken to represent closeness, commitment and 
complementarity, fitted the data was investigated. The Robust Comparative Fit 
Indices (.88 for direct and .89 for meta, Non-Normed Fit Index (.88 for direct and 
.87 for meta), Standardised Route Mean-Square Residual (.07 for direct and 08 for 
meta) and the Route Mean-Square Error of Approximation (0.07 for both d1rect and 
meta) indicated that the 3 first order model structure approached an adequate fit to 
the data. However, this only constitutes initial evidence and hence further research 
is required to assess the validity and reliab1hty of the newly developed longer 
verswns of the CART -Qs. The present study therefore adheres to this requirement 
by assessing the factorial validity and reliability of the longer vers1ons of the 
CART-Qs with a new sample, which is independent to the developmental sample. 
Although the research, which has focused on the coach-athlete relationship 
has greatly expanded our knowledge of the nature and role of this relationship, there 
remains a number of related research topics, which require exploration. J owett and 
Poczwardowski (2007) advocated the need for research regarding the role played by 
interpersonal communication. Relationship maintenance strategies can be 
conceptualised as a form of mterpersonal communication and hence theoretical and 
empirical research is required to generate an understanding of the role that they play 
in mamtaining the quality of a coach-athlete relationship. Study 3 started to explore 
th1s topic and it is the aim of the present study to build upon this work and develop a 
measure of the use of mamtenance strategies within the coach-athlete relationship 
based on the COMPASS model, which was developed in Study 3. 
Dmdia and Canary (1993, p. 163) have descnbed relational maintenance as 
" ... the strategies used to keep a relationship in a specified state or condition". 
Wiegel and Ballard-Reisch (1999) suggested that these strateg1es are the main way 
by which individuals maintain the quahty of interpersonal relationships. The initial 
stud1es of relationship maintenance centred on dating or mamed couples (e.g., 
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Dainton & Stafford, 1993, Stafford & Canary, 1991). However, more recently the 
principles and concepts of relationship maintenance have been applied to parent-
child relationships (e.g., Punyunant-Carter, 2006), friendships (Hippus, & Rollm, 
2003) and manager-employee relationships (Chen & Peng, 2008). 
Canary and Stafford (1992) suggested that relationship maintenance 
strategies "affect the nature of the relationship" (p. 9). A number of quantitative 
investigations have supported this assertwn by providing evidence for there being 
strong associations between the use of maintenance strategies and perceptions of 
relationship quality. Associations have been found with the affective elements, such 
as hking, trust and love (Canary & Stafford, 1992); Stafford & Canary, 1991; 
Stafford, et al., 2000), the behavioural elements, such as affinity seeking and control 
mutuality (Bell et al., 1987; Canary & Stafford, 1992), and the cognitive elements, 
such as commitment (Canary & Stafford, 1992; Stafford et al., 2000) of 
interpersonal relationships. This research has indicated that maintenance strategies 
can explain a relatively large amount of the variance in perceptions of relationship 
quality. For example, Stafford & Canary (1991) could explain 56% of the variance 
in liking (affective) and 54% for commitment (cognitive) while Stafford et al. 
(2000) could account for 41% of the variance in control mutuality (behavioural). 
Some sport psychology research has indirectly addressed maintenance 
strategies. For instance, Gould et al. (2007) interv1ewed I 0 American Football 
coaches who had all received awards for their achievements in player's personal 
development. Relationship skills, and in particular the ability to communicate 
effectively, were cited as being key attributes of these coaches. Such findings 
supported the view of Martens (1987) who highlighted the importance of good 
communication The coaches reported that they developed their athletes' trust and 
respect (defined as closeness within Jowett's 2005b, 2007 conceptualisatwn) 
through winning records, having clear expectations and holding players accountable 
to them, whilst consistently showing that they cared about their players as people. 
The performance of these communicative acts parallel the relationship maintenance 
strateg1es labelled as positivity, openness, and assurance (cf. Stafford & Canary, 
1991). 
The importance of the role played by social support, both perceived and 
received, has also been emphas1sed (Rees, 2007). Moreover, research focusing on 
coaches' behaviours have consistently illustrated that supportive and encouraging 
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coaches are more likely to have a positive impact on their athletes' development 
(Coatsworth & Conroy, 2006); particularly when their athletes are less confident 
about themselves (Smith & Smoll, 1990). More recently, Trzaskoma-Bicserdy et al. 
(2007) interviewed 12 international Hungarian coaches and 3 international 
Hungarian athletes who highlighted the Importance of supporting behaviours, 
expectatiOns and an ongoing exchange of mformation through regular 
communication 
Study 3 of this thesis was the first to investigate maintenance strategies in 
the coach-athlete relationship. Interviews were conducted with 6 coaches and 6 
athletes from a range of competitive levels and sports. Seven themes emerged from 
the data after a content analysis: conflict management, openness, motivational, 
positivity, advice, support and social networks. These 7 categories form the 
COMPASS model of relationship maintenance in sport. This study benefits from 
incorporating the bi-directional nature of the coach-athlete relationship and provided 
the COMPASS model, which represents a framework upon which future research in 
this domain can be based. 
6.1.1. Study aims 
Relationship maintenance strategies within interpersonal relatiOnships have 
been shown to have positive associations with the affective, cognitive and 
behavioural elements of relationship quality (e.g., Stafford & Canary, 1991; 
Stafford et al., 2000). It is the focus of the present research to investigate whether 
such associatiOns are salient within the coach-athlete relationship. Study 4 will also 
assess the factorial validity and reliability of the longer versions of the CART-Qs. 
The present study therefore has 3 mam aims: 
RI: To assess the factorial vahdity and reliability of the longer versions of the 
CART-Qs, 
R2: To develop, and gain evidence of validity and reliability for, the coach-athlete 
relationship maintenance questionnaire (CARM-Q), 
R3: To mvestlgate whether the use of maintenance strategies within the coach-
athlete relationship predict direct and m eta perceptions of relationship quality (i.e. 
closeness, commitlnent and complementarity) 
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6.2. Phase 1: Content validity of the CARM-Q 
The coach-athlete relationship maintenance questionnaire (CARM-Q) was 
developed based on the process recommended by DeVellis (2003). The COMPASS 
model provided the framework, which guided the item generation process. A set of 
50 items were developed based on relevant research and the qualitative data gained 
in the interviews with coaches and athletes in Study 3. These items were designed to 
measure one of the seven elements of the COMPASS model (1 e. conflict 
management, openness, motivational, Positivity, advice, support or social 
networks). Table 6.1 contains the athlete versions of these items, which are very 
similar to the coach versions With mmor re-wording where appropriate. 
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Table 6-l The initial pool of items to measure the use of maintenance strategies in the coach-
Conflict 
Management 
I. I apologise when I 
am wrong 
15. I am 
understanding 
durmg 
disagreements 
22. I hsten to my 
coach dunng 
disagreements 
29 I am patient 
durmg 
disagreements 
36 I tell my coach 
what I expect from 
him/her 
43. I tell my coach 
when he has/has not 
met my expectations 
50 I try not to lose 
my temper dunng 
disagreements 
athlete relationship (athlete version) 
Openness Motivational 
2. I encourage my 3. I show that I am 
coach to share his/her motivated to work 
feelings with me hard wtth my 
coach 
9. I simply tell my 10 I show that I 
coach how I feel about am passionate 
our relationship about our sport 
16 I disclose what I 17. I show that I 
want from the coach- am motivated to 
athlete relationship achieve 
23. I hke to have 24 I state my 
regular talks about our opinions when we 
relatiOnship are setting goals 
30. I am open about 31. I work hard to 
my feelings achieve our goals 
3 7. I talk about where 38 I try to 
we stand motivate my coach 
44. I show my coach 45. I show my 
that he/she can talk to abihty as an athlete 
me about anything 
Posttivtty 
4. I am positive 
when I am around 
my coach 
11 I try to be upbeat 
when we are 
together 
18. I adapt my 
behaviours to smt 
the preferences of 
my coach 
25. I show that I am 
a fair person 
32. I show good 
sportsmanship 
39. I am considerate 
of events in my 
coach's personal hfe 
46 Itry to be 
flexible when 
scheduling training 
sesswns with my 
coach 
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Table 6.1 cont. 
Advice Support Social Networks 
5. I tell my coach 6. I imply that our 7. I like to spend 
what I think he/she relationship has a time with our 
should do about future mutual friends 
their problems 
12. I give him/her 13. I talk about our 14. I talk about 
my opinions on plans for the future our mutual 
things going on m friends and 
his/her life affiliations 
19. I give my 20. I stress my 21. I socialise 
coach praise when commitment to my with my coach 
appropriate coach 
26. I give my 27. I give my coach 28. I spend time 
coach constructive support when things outside of 
feedback are not going well training with my 
coach 
33. I accept my 34. I give my coach 35. I travel to 
coach's support when they competitiOns With 
constructive are going through my coach 
feedback d1fficult times 
40. I try not to be 41. I show my coach 4 2 I try to spend 
negative when that he/ she can t1meWithmy 
giving feedback count on me coach during 
competitions 
47. I change my 48. I show my coach 49. I celebrate 
behaviour based on that he/she can rely our successes 
my coach's on me even when with my coach 
feedback thmgs are not going 
well 
An expert panel, comprised of 5 members. A psychology subject matter 
expert, 2 sport psychology research students, a coach and an athlete, independently 
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reviewed the 50 items. They each indicated whether they thought the items were 
relevant, clear, specific and representative on a document similar to that which is 
displayed in Appendix A. No changes were required based on the panel's feedback. 
It was therefore concluded that these 50 items had demonstrated evidence of content 
valid1ty. 
6.3. Phase 2: Factorial validity and reliability 
Phase 2 of Study 4 aimed to create a questionnaire using the 50 items, which 
had been developed in phase I such that the factonal validity and the reliability of 
these items could be assessed. 
6.3.1. Method 
Part1c1pants. A sample of251 respondents took part in this study (49% = 
males and 51%= females). Of these 42% were coaches (M age= 37.71, SD = 
10.05) and 58% were athletes (M age= 19.82, SD = 3.08). Participants were 
recruited from a Wide range of both individual ( e g., athletics, Golf and swimming) 
and team sports ( e g , football, netball and Rowing), as well as a range of 
competitive levels including recreational (2.0%), University (23.8%), club (25.4%), 
regional (23.8%), national (16.4%), and intematmnal (8.6%). Participants had been 
mvolved in their primary sport for a mean of 7. 78 years (SD = 4.46). The average 
length of their relationslup With their current coach or athlete was 2 57 years (SD = 
2.37), with the mean number of hours being spent with this person in training each 
week being 4.57 hours (SD = 3.65). 
Materials. The first section of the questionnaire contained the 50 items, 
which had been developed dunng phase 1. Seven items were included to assess each 
of the following; openness (e.g., I encourage my coach/athlete to share his/her 
feelings with me), motivational (e.g., I show that I am motivated to work hard With 
my coach/athlete), positivity (e.g., I am Positive when I am around my 
coach/athlete), advice (e.g., I tell my coach/athlete what I think he/she should do 
about h1s/her problems), support (e.g., I give my coach/athlete support when things 
are not going well), and social networks ( e g , I hke to spend time with our mutual 
friends). E1ght items were designed to measure conflict management ( e g., I 
apologize when I am wrong). 
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The second section contained the 29 item direct perspective version of the 
long CART-Q. All items began with the prefix 'Durmg training ... ' to emphasise 
that the questionnaire is focused on the respondent's sporting relationship with their 
coach/athlete. The long CART-Q is comprised of7 items, which measure closeness 
(e g. I care about my coach/athlete), 10 Items that measure commitment (e.g. I am 
committed to maintaining a close partiiership with my coach/athlete) and 12 items, 
which measure Complementarity (e.g I am organized). 
The third section contained the meta perspective of the long CART-Q. This 
has very similar items to the direct perspective version with the only difference 
being that they were re-worded to ask the respondent to think about how their 
coach/athlete feels, thinks and behaves. The meta perspective of the long CART-Q 
therefore measures m eta closeness (e.g. my coach/athlete cares about me), m eta 
commitment ( e g. my coach/athlete is committed to maintaining a close partiiership 
with me) and meta Complementarity (e.g. My coach/athlete is organized). 
Respondents indicated their agreement with the items on a 7 pomt scale rangmg 
from 1 'strongly disagree' to 7 'strongly agree'. 
The fourth and final section contained demographic information regardmg 
the respondent (i.e. age, gender, primary sport and the length oftime that they have 
been involved with that sport) as well as their coach-athlete relationship (I.e , 
coach/athlete gender, highest level of participation, the length of the relationship 
and the amount oftime that they spend training each week With their coach/athlete). 
The questionnaire is shown in Appendix D. 
Procedures. As recommended by Duncan et al. (2002), a range of 
recruitment methods was employed to increase the success of the overall project. 
Firstly, National organizatiOns, such as National Governing Bodies (NGBs) from a 
wide range of sports were contacted via e-mail and/or telephone to mvite them to 
participate in the present study tiirough providing access to coaches and athletes. 
Secondly, clubs, groups and societies were approached via their head 
coach/manager Fmally, participants were recruited on an mdividuallevel tiirough 
attending sporting events, courses and training sessions. 
Potential participants were provided With a questionnaire either by e-mail, 
post or through face-to-face contact. Participants were reassured that any 
information, which they provided would remain confidential at all times. They were 
also made aware that their participation was completely voluntary and that they 
were free to withdraw from the study at any time. Ethical clearance for the study 
was obtained from Loughborough University's Ethical Advisory Committee. 
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Data Analysrs. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CF A) was conducted using 
EQS 6.1 for Windows (Bentler & Wu, 2005) in order to assess the factorial vahd1ty 
of the long versions of the CART-Q. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used in 
the development of the CARM-Q to assess factorial validity. Cronbach's alphas 
were calculated for the sub-scales to evaluate their internal consistency. 
6.4. Results 
The first a1m of this study was to assess the factorial validity and reliability 
of the longer versions of the CART-Qs using Confirmatory Factor Analyses via 
EQS 6.1 for Wmdows (Bentler & Wu, 2005). The data for both versions yielded 
good model fit indices for the 3 first order model, taken to represent closeness, 
commitment and Complementarity. The Robust Comparative Fit Index (direct= .95 
and meta = .97), the Non-Normed Fit Index (direct= .94 and meta = .96) and the 
Route Mean Square Error of Approximation (direct= .07 and meta = .07) all met 
the recommended criteria for an acceptable model fit (Brown & Cudeck, 1993; 
Kline, 2005). Further analyses usmg Cronbach's alpha provided support for the 
reliability of the long CART-Qs sub-scales; direct closeness a= .85, direct 
commitment a= .88, direct Complementarity a= .88, meta closeness a= 87, meta 
commitment a= .88 and meta Complementarity a= .89. Thus, the data collected in 
Study 4 of this thesis leant empirical support for the factonal validity and rehab1hty 
of the longer versions of the CART-Qs. 
The second overall aim of this study was to develop and gain evidence of the 
validity and reliability of a measure of the use of maintenance strategies within the 
coach-athlete relationship (CARM-Q: coach-athlete relationship maintenance 
questionnaire). In order to achieve this aim, the data gained Withm th1s study was 
used to conduct item analysis on the Items developed in phase 1 in order to identify 
and delete any items, which reduced the reliability of the sub-scales As suggested 
by Tabachnick and Fidell (1998), for an item to be retained it needed to meet at least 
two ofthe following criteria: 1. a range of inter-item correlations between .3 and .7, 
2. a minimum item-total correlation coefficient of 4 and 3. an increase in the a 
estimate 1fan item was deleted. Based on this criteria, items 1, 2, 13, 20, 33, 35, 38, 
40, and 42 were deleted leaving 41 items. 
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Bartlett's test of sphericity was significant, which indicated that the 
correlation matr1x was appropriate for factor analysis. As recommended by 
Tabachnick & Fidel! (I 998), a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkm (KMO) test was also conducted 
as Bartlett's test can be susceptible to sample size. The KMO of .87 exceeded the 
suggested value of .6, which indicates that the correlation matrix is appropriate for 
factor analysis (Tabachnick & Fidel!, I 998). 
A PCA was then conducted on the remaming 4 I items With an oblique 
rotatiOn, duect oblimm, as previous research has suggested that maintenance 
strategies are moderately correlated (Stafford, et al., 2000). The partic1pant.item 
ratio ofS:I recommended by Gorsuch (1983) was met. For a factor to be retained it 
had to contain at least 3 items (Tabachn1ck & Fidel!, I 998) and a minimum Eigen 
value of I .0 (Gorsuch, I 983). The item retention cntena used by Stafford et al. 
(2000) in the development of their measure of relationship maintenance strategies 
was employed in this study. Therefore an item was retained if it had a factor loading 
of at least .4 and a maximum cross-loading on other factors of .2. 
A PCA highlighted an 8 factor structure, which explained 80.92% of the 
total variance. 9 items were then deleted as a result of having multiple cross-
loadings over .2 (4, 5, 9, I I, 12, 16, 25,32 and 49). A final PCA on the remaining 
32 1tems produced a 7 factor structure, which accounted for 84.94% of the variance 
w1thm the data. Table 6 2 displays all of the factors alongside their Eigen values and 
the amount of variance that they accounted for m the data The items within each 
factor are also given with their factor loadings 
Factor I contained items 8, I 5, 22, 29 and 50. They were all des1gned to 
measure the same construct and hence this first factor was labelled conflict 
management. Factor 2 contained 4ltems (7, 14,21 and 28. This factor was labelled 
social networks as all of these 1tems came from this sub-scale. 
Factor 3 contained 1tems 23, 36, 37 and 43. Two of these items were 
originally designed to measure conflict management (36 and 43) with the other two 
coming from the openness sub-scale (23 and 37). Factor analysis often requires 
conceptual interpretability when items do not load on the sub-scale to wh1ch they 
were mtended to load (Tabachnick & Fidel!, I 998). Upon reviewing these items, the 
underlying conceptuahzat10n reflects a 'preventative' approach to maintaining the 
quahty of the relationship. Thus, the items address telling the coach/athlete about 
one's expectatiOns and when they are not met and having regular talks about the 
relationship and where each other stands. This third factor was therefore labelled 
preventative strategies. 
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Factor 4 was comprised of3 items. Two of these came from the support sub-
scale ( 41 and 48) with the other from the openness sub-scale ( 44). They all relate to 
elements of perce1ved support m that they demonstrate how one will be there for the 
coach/athlete should the need arise in the future. In Stafford et al.'s (2000) model, 
the factor 'assurance' was identified. This appears to be an appropriate label, which 
addresses the underlying meaning of these 3 items. Factor 4 was therefore labelled 
assurance 
Factor 5 contained 4 items, 3 of which came from the support sub-scale (6, 
27 and 34) with the other designed to measure Positivity (39). Three of the items 
appeared to address the actual prov1sion of support with item 6 relating more to the 
issue of assurance, which was covered by factor 4. As item 6 d1d not appear to 
conceptually fit With the other three items it was deleted and the factor was labelled 
support. 
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Table 6-2 Results of the final exploratory factor analysis of the CARM-Q items 
Factor Eigen Vanance Items Factor 
Value Explained Loading 
Conflict 9.68 34.56% I try not to lose my .90 
management temper during 
disagreements 
I am patient during 90 
disagreements 
I am understandmg .87 
durmg disagreements 
I listen to my .85 
coach/athlete during 
disagreements 
I co-operate in how I .84 
handle disagreements 
Motivational 6.14 21.92% I show that I am .98 
motivated to work hard 
with my coach/athlete 
I show my ability as a .98 
coach/athlete 
I show that I am .97 
motivated to achieve 
I work hard to achieve .96 
our goals 
I show that I am .96 
passionate about our 
sport 
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Table 6.2 cont. 
Factor Eigen Vanance Items Factor 
Value Explained Loading 
Preventative 2.92 10.44% I tell my coach/athlete .97 
what I expect from 
hirnlher 
I talk about where we .95 
stand 
I tell my coach/athlete .95 
when he/she has/has not 
met my expectations 
I like to have regular .87 
talks about our 
relationship 
Support 1.77 6.32% I give my coach/athlete .96 
support when they are 
going through difficult 
times 
I am considerate of .90 
events in my 
coach' si athlete's 
personal life 
I g1ve my coach/athlete .86 
support when things are 
not going well 
Social Ne 1.61 5.76% I like to spend time with .95 
Tworks our mutual friends 
I socialize with my .94 
coach/athlete 
I spend time outside of .92 
trammg with my 
coach/athlete 
Factor Eigen 
Value 
Openness 1.34 
Assurance 1.15 
Table 6 2 cont. 
Variance 
Explained 
4.80% 
4.09% 
Items 
I talk about our mutual 
friends and affiliations 
I state my opinion when 
we are setting goals 
I give my coach/athlete 
constructive feedback 
I give my coach/athlete 
prruse when appropriate 
I am open about my 
feelings 
I show my coach/athlete 
that he/she can rely on 
me even when things are 
not going well 
I show my coach/athlete 
that he/she can count on 
me 
Factor 
Loading 
.91 
.94 
.74 
.74 
.70 
.88 
.86 
I show my coach/athlete .61 
that he/she can talk to me 
about anythmg 
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Factor 6 was comprised of 4 items, which related to advice (19 and 26), 
motivational (24) and openness (30). All of these items concern the presence of 
positive and open lines of communication between the coach and the athlete. This 
sub-scale was therefore labelled openness. 
The seventh and final factor contained 8 items. Five of these relate to 
motivational strategies (3, 10, 17, 31 and 45), 2 items relate to Positivity (18 and 46) 
and I item, which concerns advice (47). To optimize scale length the items, which 
were not designed to measure motivational strategies were deleted (18, 46 and 4 7). 
They had the three lowest factor loadings and their removal improved the 
conceptual focus of this factor. The remaining five items comprised the factor 
entitled motivatJonal strategies. 
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Cronbach's alphas were computed for each of the final sub-scales and they 
all exceeded the .7 value suggested by Nunnally and Bemstein (1994); conflict 
management a= .95, openness a= .91, motivational a= .99, preventative a= .96, 
assurance a= .71, support a= .94 and social networks a= .95. These analyses 
provide evidence of the factorial validity and mtemal consistency/reliability of the 
CARM-Q. 
6.5. Phase 3: Criterion validity of the CARM-Q 
Table 6.3 displays the means and standard deviations of the CARM-Q sub-
scales and their correlations with the sub-scales of the long CART-Qs All of the 
means exceeded 3 9 suggesting they are strategies that are used by coaches and 
athletes. 
In this study, concurrent validity was tested using the cnterion variables of 
direct and meta closeness, commitment and complementarity as measured by the 
longer versions of the CART-Qs. These criteria were used as researchers such as 
Canary and Stafford (1994) have suggested that maintenance strategies can affect 
the quality of a relationship. The correlations withm Table 3 mdicate that each of 
the CARM-Q sub-scales were significantly correlated with at least 2 of the long 
CART-Q sub-scales. This provides some empirical evidence for the criterion 
validity of the new instrument. Combining these findings with those of phase 2, one 
can conclude that the CARM-Q has demonstrated evidence of content, factonal and 
criterion validity, along With mtemal consistency/reliability, and hence the second 
aim of this study had been met. 
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Table 6-3 Means and Standard Deviations of the CARM-Q sub-scales and correlations With the 
long versions of direct and m eta 3Cs 
Direct M eta 
Sub-scale Mean SD Clo. Corn. Comp. Clo. Corn. 
Conflict 472 1.37 .23** .61 ** 68** -.03 .38** 
management 
Openness 492 1.20 .66** .18** .02 .48** 10 
Motivational 5.15 1.66 .16* .83** 51** - 17** .69** 
Preventative 3.97 1.64 .08 .24** .42** -.13 -.02 
Assurance 4.31 1.11 .23** .42** .30** .12 .44** 
Support 4.61 1.64 .32** .47** -.04 .15* .37** 
Social 4.69 I 63 .50** .01 -09 .44** -08 
Networks 
NB. * p < 05, ** p < .01, clo =closeness, corn= commitment and comp = 
complementanty 
6.6. Phase 4: Predicting relationship quality 
Comp 
.30** 
- 19** 
08 
37** 
.21 ** 
-.33 
-13 
Six multiple regression analyses were conducted with the mdependent 
variables being the 7 sub-scales of the CARM-Q and the dependent variables being 
the six sub-scales of the long CART-Qs. The CARM-Q sub-scales were able to 
predict a significant amount of the vanance m all of the long CART-Q's sub-scales. 
The beta coefficients for all of the regressiOn analyses are shown in Table 6.4. 
The CARM-Q could account for 55 3% of the variance in direct closeness (F 
= 43 57, p < 01) Conflict management and motivation were the only non-
significant predictors with openness being by far the strongest predictor. 
Preventative was a significant negative predictor suggesting that the less one uses 
the preventative strategies, the closer one feels to one's coach/athlete. There seemed 
to be a similar pattern when m eta closeness was the dependent variable with 4 7 8% 
of the variance being explained (F = 32.02, p < .01). However, the use of assurance 
and social networks were stronger positive predictors of m eta closeness relative to 
direct closeness, Similarly, preventative strategies were a stronger negative 
predictor of m eta closeness than direct closeness The only other difference between 
the analyses was that whereas motivational strategies were a non-significant 
predictor for direct closeness they were a significant negative predictor for meta 
closeness. Thus, the less they were used, the closer the respondent felt their 
coach/athlete was to them. 
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Table 6-4 Beta coefficients ofthe CARM-Q sub-scales m the pred•chon of the long CART-Q 
sub-scales 
Direct M eta 
Sub-scale Clo. Corn. Comp. Clo. Corn. Comp. 
Conflict .03 .11* .so•• .06 -.02 .37** 
management 
Openness .53** -.18** .02 .51** -08 - 01 
Motivational .08 .68** .10* -.15** .51** -.14* 
Preventative -.15** .07 .20** -.30** -.14** 22** 
Assurance .11* .08 .16** .21** .28** .30** 
Support -.12** .33** -.23** -.15** .25** -.39** 
Soc1al Networks .19** -.01 -.14** .25** -.07 -.17** 
• p < .05; •• p < .01 
The CARM-Q explained 79.5% of the variance in direct commitment (F = 
132.87, p < .01). Preventative, assurance and social networks were non-s1gnificant 
predictors With motivational and support being the strongest positive predictors. 
Openness was found to have a negative and significant weight, which suggests that 
those who were reportedly more comm1tted were less open with their coach/athlete. 
The CARM-Q could also explain 59.0% of the variance in meta commitment (F = 
49 52, p < 01). Motivational and support strateg1es were still the strongest 
predictors. Confl1ct management, openness and social networks were all found to be 
non-significant predictors. For meta commitment, preventative strategies were a 
significant negative predictor whilst assurance was a positive significant predictor. 
In other words, more assurance and fewer preventative strategies were used as the 
respondent's coach/athlete was perceived to be more comm1tted. 
A total of63.7% of the variance was explained m the d1rect 
Complementarity scores (F = 60.57, p < .01). Openness was the only strategy, 
which was a non-significant predictor. Conflict management and preventative 
strategies were the strongest positive predictors. Both support and social networks 
were significant predictors with negative weights suggesting that as the use of 
support and soc1al network strategies increases, the level of direct Complementarity 
decreases The CARM-Q could explain 43.8% of the variance in meta 
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Complementanty (F = 21.74, p < .01). Again, a similar pattern of weights was 
found. Although still significant, conflict management had less predictive power 
and assurance and support (which had a negative weight) were stronger predictors. 
The main difference between the analyses for direct and meta complementarity was 
that motivational strategies had a significant negative weight Thus, as the use of 
motivational strategies increases, the predicted meta Complementarity value 
decreases. 
Based on this series of regression analyses, one can conclude that it is 
possible to explain a significant amount of the variance in perceptions of 
relationship quality based on the use of maintenance strategies. The third aim of this 
study was therefore ach1eved With these results supporting the assertion that 
relationship maintenance strategies have an important role to play in the coach-
athlete relationship. 
6. 7. Discussion 
The present study had 3 overall a1ms: to assess the factorial validity of the 
longer versions of the CART -Qs, to develop and validate a measure of maintenance 
strategies in the coach-athlete relationship and to assess whether this measure could 
predict perceptions of relationship quality In tenns of the first a1m, evidence of the 
factorial validity and reliability of the longer versions of the CART -Qs was found 
with the 3 first order model of closeness, commitment and complementarity fitting 
the data very well. 
In tenns of the second aim of this study, the 28 item CARM-Q was 
developed and evidence of content, criterion and factorial validity was demonstrated 
along with the reliability of the sub-scales. The CARM-Q measures 7 strategies: 
conflict management, openness, motivational, preventative, assurance, support and 
socml networks. The seven strategies comprise a revised version of the COMPASS 
model of relationship maintenance in the coach-athlete relationship (see Figure 6.1 ). 
The two elements of the original COMPASS model, which were not 
supported were Positivity and advice. The items, which were developed to assess 
Pos1tivity cross-loaded on many of the other sub-scales including motivational, 
openness and support. Thus it may be the case that Positivity runs throughout the 
majority of the mamtenance strategies rather than being a single factor in it's own 
right. Similarly, advice was not empirically supported with the associated items 
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cross-loadmg on openness, assurance and support. Thus, although advice was 
highlighted as a factor within Study 3, it was not empirically supported withm this 
study as it appeared to be an element of many of the mamtenance strategies. It may 
be the case that as advice is more central to the coaching relationship than other 
interpersonal relationships, it is not a single factor in itself but rather runs 
throughout many of the maintenance strategies. Positivity and advice were 
statistically supported within Stafford et al.'s (2000) study and hence their omission 
from the final scale in the present study highlighted some further unique elements of 
the coach-athlete relationship. 
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Ftgure 6-1 The revised COMPASS model of relationship maintenance in the coach-athlete 
relationship 
Openness 
Motivational 
COACH Preventative 
Assurance 
Support 
Social Networks 
Nt~atlve relationship 
~' dlst21111,non-
commrtted, non-
complemerrary 
Conflict management 
ATHLETE 
Support 
Social Networks 
Preventative strategies replaced the Positivity element of the COMPASS 
model. Preventative strategies were conceptualised as being a theme under conflict 
management within Study 3. However, it was revealed to be a separate factor in this 
study. The importance of clarifymg expectations were highlighted within 
Trzaskoma-B1cserdy et al.'s (2007) qualitative study with respondent's suggesting 
that the coach-athlete relationship can be more effective if the coach and the athlete 
have the same expectations. Preventative strategies have not been discussed wtthin 
previous maintenance research and hence this may be a factor, which is more salient 
within the coach-athlete relatiOnship. 
The advice element of the COMPASS model was replaced by assurance. 
This is a factor, which has been highlighted by Stafford and Canary (1991) and 
Stafford et al.'s (2000) research regardmg interpersonal relationships. It was 
conceptualised as being a theme within the support category in Study 3. However, 
the analyses in this study suggest that support and assurance are distinct. The items 
within these new sub-scales indicate that support relates to the actual provision of 
support where as assurance concerns the knowledge that support would be there 
should the need arise in the future. Rees (2007) draws the distinction between 
'perceived' (1.e., assurance in the CARM-Q) and 'received' (i e, support m the 
CARM-Q) support The CARM-Q therefore incorporates the two forms of support 
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and acknowledges the important role that they have been shown to play (Coatsworth 
& Conroy, 2006; Smith & Smoll, 1990). 
In terms of the third study aim, the present study demonstrated that the use 
of maintenance strategies can predict a relatively large amount of the variance in 
coach's and athlete's perceptions of relatiOnship quality. In terms of closeness, the 
CARM-Q explained 55% of the variance, which is equivalent to that reported in 
previous mamtenance research (Stafford & Canary, 1991). Openness played a very 
important role in predicting the level of closeness in a coach-athlete relationship. 
This supports previous research, which has highlighted the importance of having 
open lines of communication within the coach-athlete relationship (Gould et a! , 
2007; Trzaskoma-B!Cserdy et al., 2007). Assurance and support strategies both 
predicted direct and meta closeness. It is understandable that one is more likely to 
use assurance and support with a coach/athlete to which one feels close The 
negative relatiOnship between both preventative and motivational strategies and 
closeness was an interestmg finding. It may be the case that the coaches and athletes 
who perce1ve closeness within the relationship do not feel the need to use such 
strategies. Further research is reqmred to investigate and explain such findmgs. 
The CARM-Q was able to explain a high amount of the variance in 
commitment, more than had been reported in previous maintenance research (e.g. 
Stafford & Canary, 1991) Motivational and support strategies were the best 
predictors of commitment. These strategies were not measured in previous research. 
As these helped explained such high levels of the variance in commitment, it 1s 
likely to be worthwhile to mvestigate their role in other relationships. For meta 
commitment specifically, assurance and preventative (negatively) also played a 
significant role. Thus, a coach/athlete is likely to report that the1r coach/athlete is 
committed to them if they use motivational, assurance and support strategies. The 
negative effect of preventative strategies is sim1lar to that which was found for m eta 
closeness It may be the case that coaches and athletes who perceive their 
coach/athlete to be committed do not perceive the need to use preventative 
strategies as their expectations are being met. However, when a coach or an 
athlete's sporting partner is perceived to have lower levels of commitment, they 
may then use preventative strategies as a technique aimed at improving 
commitment Again, future research could help further explain this finding. 
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The CARM-Q could also explain a relatively high amount of the variance m 
Complementarity. For both direct and meta Complementarity, the use of conflict 
management and preventative strategies were the strongest predictors. Both support 
and social networks strategies were found to be negative predictors. Thus, those 
who use supportive or social network strategies would be predicted to report lower 
levels of complementarity. However, those not using these strategies would be 
predicted to have higher levels of complementarity. Future research could 
investigate whether these strategies are being used With a view to increasmg 
complementarity. 
Overall, this research contributes a measure of the use of maintenance 
strategies within the coach-athlete relationship and has shed some light on how such 
strategies are associated with perceptions regardmg the quahty of the relationship. It 
opens up many avenues for future investigations. For instance, the CARM-Q needs 
to be validated With different samples to confirm the underlying seven factor 
structure and to assess whether it is salient within different populations ( e g., 
younger athletes, coaches and athletes in different cultures). Furthermore, the use of 
mamtenance strategies and their link with perceptions of relationship quality can be 
investigated in terms of the antecedents, which may influence such relationships. 
For example, the influence of individual (e.g., coach and athlete's age and gender), 
relationship (e.g., length of partnership, typical versus atypical dyads) and 
environmental (e g, different sports, cultures and competitive levels) factors could 
be explored. Also, future research could investigate how maintenance strategies are 
associated with relevant sporting outcomes such as performance, satisfaction and 
well-being This work has also revealed that the use of motivational and 
preventative strategies and their salience within other interpersonal relationships 
merits investigation. 
There is also great scope for longitudinal and experimental research to 
investigate the causal relatiOnship between the use of mamtenance strategies and 
perceptions of relationship quality. Longitudinal research would help answer 
questions such as whether using maintenance strategies subsequently enhances the 
relationship or whether relationship quality increases due to other factors, which 
then effects the use of maintenance strategtes. Indeed, it is hkely that it is a 
reciprocal relationship to some degree. Experimental research would also enable 
researchers to establish whether training coaches and athletes to increase the use of 
maintenance strategies would have a significantly positive effect on coach's and 
athlete's perceptions of the quahty of their relationship 
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Such research would overcome some of the limitations of the present 
research. Firstly, correlatiOnal research does not allow one to make conclusions 
regardmg causal relationships. Secondly, the present study relies on self-report data. 
Thus, one has to take the respondents' word for the fact that such maintenance 
strategies are being used. The use of more observational research methods may 
allow a more objective assessment of the use of such strategies. Thirdly, the present 
research used mdependent coaches and athletes. As there IS a move towards the 
dyad being the unit of analysis in coach-athlete relationship research 
(Poczwardowski et al., 2006), it would be mteresting to conduct a similar study with 
coach-athlete dyads. 
This research can make a significant contribution to the 'professionalisat10n' 
of coaching (UK Sport, 2001 ). As identified by the Department of Culture, Media 
and Sport (2000), the coach-athlete relationship is a key aspect of coach education. 
The CARM-Q provides a tool, which can now be used to expand our understanding 
of the coach-athlete relationship, particularly in terms of interpersonal 
communicatiOns, which Jowett and Poczwardowski (2007) highlight as a key area 
of research in this domain. The CARM-Q, alongside the COMPASS model and 
short and long CART -Qs, provides a basis upon which coach and athlete education 
programmes can be developed The current research can facilitate the dnve towards 
developing and maintainmg coach-athlete relationships that are both successful and 
effective whilst developing coaches and athletes With optimal levels of performance, 
satisfaction and personal development. 
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7. General Discussion 
This final chapter of the thes1s provides an overall discussion of the present 
research. The four studies, wh1ch comprise this thesis are summar1sed. The 
implications of this thesis for theory, research and practice are then discussed With 
reference to the coach-athlete relationship as well as the wider domains of coachmg 
and general relationship research. The limitations of the present studies are then 
considered before some ideas for the directions, which should be taken by future 
research in this area, are discussed. 
7.1. Summary of research 
This thesis is comprised of four independent, but related, studies As a 
whole, they combme to significantly develop our understanding of the measurement 
and maintenance of the quality of a coach-athlete relationship The first study aimed 
to develop, and gain evidence for the validity and reliability of, longer versions of 
the Coach-Athlete Relationship Questionnaires (CART-Q), both its direct 
perspective (Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004) and meta-perspective (Jowett, in press). 
The newly developed questionnaires complement the short versions of the CART-
Qs by offenng researchers and sport psychology consultants With a more 
comprehensive assessment of the quality of a coach-athlete relationship. 
Instruments (mainly questionnaires) that have been used to assess relationship 
quality in the broader psychological literature were examined and items potentially 
relevant to the coach-athlete relationship were highlighted. The content validity of 
the identified 1tems was then assessed using expert panels Data collected using a 
sample of 693 participants (31 0 coaches and 383 athletes) leant empirical support to 
the cnterion and construct validity of this measure and the reliability of the 6 
associated sub-scales (i.e. d1rect closeness, direct commitment, direct 
complementarity, meta closeness, meta commitment and meta complementarity). 
Study 1 therefore expanded our understanding of the relational properties, which 
comprise the content of the coach-athlete relationship 
Study 2 aimed to further explore this top1c by focusing on how one may take 
active steps to enhance the quality of interpersonal relationships. There is a growmg 
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amount of theoretical, empirical and anecdotal evidence, which suggests that 
interpersonal relationships in sport, such as the coach-athlete relationship, have a 
number of positive outcomes (e g., Gould et a!, 2007; Jowett & Cockenll, 2003, 
Petitpas, 2002). Based on this evidence, it was argued that the development of 
programmes that aim to optimise the quality of relationships in sport appears to be a 
logical and necessary next step in the development and expansion of work within 
this field. 
Relationship enhancement is a well-established research domain that focuses 
on interventions, wh1ch a1m to develop and maintain the quality of dyadic 
relatwnships. These 'Relationship Enhancement Programmes' tend to target dyads 
who have a romantic, marital or familial relationship. However, recent trends have 
Witnessed the application of such programmes to enhance professional dyad1c 
relationships (e.g., Waldo & Harmen, 1999). The identification of the underlying 
strategies of effective relationship enhancement programmes Within th1s broader 
domain was the focus of Study 2. The study was focused on identifying the 
strategies that can potentially promote the constructs of closeness, commitment, 
complementarity and eo-orientation (3+ I Cs: Jowett, 2005b, 2007). 
Recommendations were made for implementing these strategies within any 
programme that aims to enhance coach-athlete and other Similar relationships m 
sport ( e g , peer or fam1lial relationships). 
This systematic review highlighted two key issues. Firstly, there is a need to 
develop relationship enhancement programmes in sport, which are based on sound 
scientific theory and research. This in turn can help maximise their effectiveness 
and efficacy. The second key finding was that there is a gap in the literature 
regardmg how the quality of coach-athlete relationships is maintained. A need was 
therefore identified for a conceptualisation of the strategies that can be used by 
coaches and athletes to maintain the quality of their relationship. 
Study 3 made a contribution to this current gap in the literature by 
conductmg an explorative qualitative study into the maintenance strategies that are 
used by coaches and athletes The mvestigation of relatiOnship maintenance 
strategies has received considerable attention in various types of relationships 
including romantic, marital and familial relationships. However, before now, no 
research has investigated the use of maintenance strategies m sport. Twelve one-to-
one interviews with 6 coaches and 6 athletes from team and mdiv1dual sports were 
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conducted. The obtained qualitative data were content analysed in an inductive and 
deductive manner Content analysis revealed a number of mam categories and sub-
categories. The main seven categories were. Conflict Management, Openness, 
Motivational, Positivity, Adv1ce, Support and Social Networks. These categories 
represented mutually exclusive maintenance strategies and formulated the 
COMPASS model of relationship maintenance in sport. 
The fourth and final study of this thesis employed the COMPASS model to 
develop a measure of the use of maintenance strategies within the coach-athlete 
relationship (coach-athlete relationship maintenance questionnaire: CARM-Q). A 
pool of 50 items were generated based on relevant theory and research, including 
the data gained in Study 3. These items were scrutinised by an expert panel to assess 
their content validity. The 50 items were then admmistered to 251 participants (146 
athletes and 105 coaches). Prmcipal Components Analysis (PCA) was used to 
identify the latent underlying structure. A 28 1tem measure was created with 7 sub-
scales measuring; conflict management (5 items), openness (4 items), motivational 
(5 items), preventative (4 items), assurance (3 items), support (3 items) and social 
network (41tems) strategies. These seven factors comprise the revised COMPASS 
model of relationship maintenance in sport. 
Evidence for the reliability and factorial validity of the scores generated 
using the CARM-Q was found. Criterion validity evidence was also obtained based 
on correlations between the CARM-Q sub-scales and those of the longer versions of 
the CART-Q. A series of regression analyses also revealed that one can predict a 
relatively high amount of the variance in perceptions of closeness, commitment and 
complementarity based on the use of maintenance strategies 
7.2. Implications for theory 
The present research has implications for theory both in a sporting and in a 
wider relational context. The expansion of the coach-athlete relationship 
questionnaire (CART-Q: see Jowett, in press; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004) to create 
the longer versions of the CART-Q further elucidates our understanding of the 
content of the coach-athlete relationship. It also lends further support to the overall 
3+ l C conceptualisation (Jowett 2005b, 2007) in terms of providing a framework 
within which the quality of a coach-athlete relationship can be understood and 
investigated. 
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The development of the COMPASS model of the use of maintenance 
strategies within the coach-athlete relationship contributes a new theory to aid our 
understanding of the interpersonal processes, which are inherent within this 
relationship. It expands the theoretical approaches in this domain to consider how 
the quality of a coach-athlete relationship can be maintained. The COMPASS model 
complements Jowett's (2005b, 2007) 3+1C conceptualisation and they combine to 
represent a more holistic approach to the study of the coach-athlete relationship. 
The COMPASS model contributes to the trend, which has seen a growth in 
the prevalence of theory and research, which takes a relatiOnship approach to the 
study of coaches and athletes. In contrast to the main leadership approaches of 
Chelladurai (1990, 1993) and Smith & Smoll (1989), it emphasises the bidirectional 
nature of dyadic relationships ( cf Berscheid, 1999). In other words, it highlights the 
need to consider not only how the coach influences the athlete but also how the 
athlete influences the coach in tenns offeelings, thoughts and behaviours (cf. 
Kelley et a! , 1983). Through viewing relationship maintenance as analogous to a 
compass, one can argue that both members of a coach-athlete dyad need to carefully 
navigate the course of their relatiOnship in order to ensure that they are headmg m 
the same direction, and therefore towards a successful and effective relationship. 
The current research also has theoretical implications for the study of 
coachmg within sports settings. It has been suggested that coaching within the 
sporting arena is an art, a science, a craft and a process (Woodman, 1993). Lyle 
(1999) further argued that coaching is an interpersonal process. The findings of this 
thesis have emphasised this by conceptualising the maintenance of the coach-athlete 
relationship as dynamic and therefore requiring continual attention. As the coach 
and athlete undertake their journey to athletic success, there is likely to be a need for 
them to take steps to maintain their relationship and to constantly adapt to the 
changing relational context. 
It has been suggested that coaches need the pedagogical skills of a teacher, 
the counselling skills of a psychologist, the training skills of a physiologist, the 
leadership skills of a businessman and the technical skills to coach the given sport 
(Lyle, 1999; Potrac, et a! , 2000). Based on the research contained within this thesis, 
It may be argued that possessing effective relationship maintenance skills may be 
added to this list of requirements. This view supports the assertiOn that a coach 
should be seen as a perfonner in their own nght and their perfonnance effects their 
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athlete m training and competition (Bloom, 1996; Gould et a!, 1999) Part of this 
performance will involve maintaining the quality of the relationship that they have 
with each of their athletes. 
Cote and colleagues have highlighted the importance of interpersonal 
relationships Withm their integrated model of coaching (Cote, 1998; Cote & 
Salmela, 1996). The research discussed in this body of work further highlights the 
importance of the coach-athlete relationship and lends support to the justification of 
including such relationships in a model of coaching. By demonstrating significant 
links with performance and satisfaction, as found in Study 1, evidence of the 
Significance of the role played by the coach-athlete relationslup has been 
demonstrated. The link with satisfaction supports the findings of previous research 
(e.g., Jowett & Don-Carobs, 2003; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004). The association 
between relationship quahty and performance has, until now, tended to be addressed 
indirectly in qualitative research (e.g., Jowett & Cockerill, 2003; Philippe & Seiler, 
2006; Trzaskoma-Bicserdy et al., 2007). Thus, Study 1 represents imt!al emp1rical 
evidence for a quantitative link between relationship quality and perceived 
performance 
The findings ofthis thesis also have theoretical implications for the wider 
relationship research domain. Some of the maintenance strategies, which had been 
found within other dyad1c relationships were also found Withm the coach-athlete 
relationship. These include conflict management, openness and social networks 
(Stafford & Canary, 1991; Stafford et a! , 2000). However, support for the presence 
of other maintenance strategies such as Positivity and shared tasks was not found. 
This highlights that there may be certain maintenance strategies, wh1ch are 
applicable to all dyad!C relationships but also highlights the poss1b1hty that there are 
a number of strateg1es that are unique to the specific characteristics and context 
within which a given dyad exists. 
The use of motivational maintenance strategies was highlighted within the 
coach-athlete relationship. These motivational strategies have not been reported in 
previous research with other relationships (e.g., Stafford & Canary, 1991; Stafford 
et al., 2000). It could be argued that relatwnship quahty could be mamtained 
through showing one's motlvatwn to be in a g1ven relationship and by trymg to 
motivate one's partner to stay in the relationship. It has the potential to be relevant 
to other dyadic relationships outside of sport and hence the use of motivational 
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strategies merits further consideration by scholars workmg with romantic, mantal 
and other types of dyadic relationships. A distinction was also drawn in this 
research between perceived support (as defined as assurance in the COMPASS 
model) and received support. The salience of such strategies within other dyadic 
relationships requires investigation and hence this research has implications for 
theories outside of the sporting arena .. 
The development of the COMPASS model also brings the different 
maintenance strategies together to form a conceptual whole. This model advocates 
that dyadic relationships are viewed as a journey and that maintenance strategies 
serve to ensure that the members of that dyad are heading in the same direction and 
can hence benefit from having a successful and effective relationship. The removal 
of a mamtenance strategy is therefore suggested to have a negative effect on 
relationship quality. Indeed previous research by Canary et al. (2002) has indicated 
that the cessation of the use of maintenance strategies can result in a decline in 
relationship quality in a relatively short penod of time. Thus, a breakdown in 
relationship quality is viewed as the absence of the use of maintenance strategies as 
opposed to the presence of a given destructive influence. The present research 
therefore has theoretical implications for the coach-athlete relationship as well as 
sports coaching and relationship science in a more general sense. 
7.3. Implications for research 
This thesis has developed an expanded measure of the quality of a coach-
athlete relatwnship. It also contributes a conceptual model and measure of the use of 
maintenance strategies within this relationship. Guidelines for creating relationship 
enhancement programmes in sport have also been offered. As a whole, they provide 
resources via which researchers can further develop our understanding of the 
content, nature and correlates of the coach-athlete relatwnship 
The longer versions of the coach-athlete relationship questionnaires can 
afford researchers a more comprehensive impression of the quality of a coach-
athlete relationship based on a well-defined conceptual model The associated sub-
scales, which measure an individual's direct and m eta perspective of the level of 
closeness, commitment and complementarity can also be used independently by 
researchers who are interested in investigating specific elements of the quality of a 
coach-athlete relationship. The direct perspectives of these sub-scales can be used to 
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further expand our understanding of how coaches and athletes view the quality of 
their relationship. Similarly, the meta perspectives of these sub-scales can facilitate 
an exploration of how a coach or an athlete believes their sportmg partner feels, 
thinks and behaves. They can also be employed in the assessment of eo-orientation 
through investigating the extent to which there is agreement or understanding within 
the dyad. Specifically, the longer versions of the CART-Qs can be employed in the 
assessment of assumed similarity, actual similarity and empathic understanding. 
The coach-athlete relationship maintenance questionnaire provides the first 
instrument, which allows researchers to measure the use of maintenance strategies 
within the coach-athlete relationship. This represents a significant step forward 
within this research domain as sport psychologists can now expand our research 
focus to investigate the salience and correlates of interpersonal processes Withm the 
coach-athlete dyad. The CARM-Q and the longer versions of the CART-Qs 
contribute to the gap in the literature highlighted by Wylleman (2000) regarding the 
lack of measures, which are targeted at the coach-athlete relationship. 
The COMPASS model provides researchers with a conceptual framework 
within which the strategies that are used to maintain the quality of a coach-athlete 
relationship can be understood. This model can provide a foundation upon which 
future research can be grounded. It also serves to further emphasise the bidirectiOnal 
and dynamic nature of the coach-athlete relationship. As argued by Jowett (2005b, 
2007) one needs to view relationships as two-way with the feelings, thoughts and 
behaviours of both the coach and the athlete being important factors to consider. 
Like all human dyadic relationships, the coach-athlete relationship is in a constant 
state of change and this is an approach, which under-pins the COMPASS model. 
As a whole, this thesis makes a significant contribution to the heart of Jowett 
and Poczwardowski's (2007) model, which provides a framework to guide future 
research in this area. It particularly focuses on the central layer of this model, which 
concerns the content of the relationship as well as the interpersonal 
communications, which effect, and are affected by, relationship quality. Through 
the longer CART-Qs, the CARM-Q and the COMPASS model, this thesis can both 
stimulate and facilitate research, which will develop our understanding of the coach-
athlete relationship It will also enable a better understanding of the content of a 
coach-athlete relationship and the role of interpersonal communications, which are 
inherent within it 
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7.4. Implications for practice 
Sport psychologists have argued that there IS a gap between scientific 
knowledge regarding the coach-athlete relationship and the practical benefits ofth1s 
information for coaches, athletes and sport psychology consultants (Coppel, 1995; 
Poczwardowski et a!, 1998) It is therefore very important that research in this 
domain has applied implications such that the knowledge generated can ultimately 
contribute towards the optimisation of coaches and athletes' athletic success and 
psychological development. 
The current thes1s can aid coaches and athletes in both a preventative and a 
curative manner. The preventative approach can be achieved through informing the 
development and implementation of education programmes, which are targeted at 
coaches and athletes. The content of the longer versions of the CART -Qs, the 
CARM-Q and the COMPASS model further expand the knowledge base regarding 
the coach-athlete relationship Coach and athlete education programmes can 
therefore now include information generated via this thesis regarding the content of 
the quality of a coach-athlete relationship and the strategies that can be used to 
maintain the relationship. 
Key stakeholders such as UK Sport have stated that "By 2012 the practice 
of coaching in the UK will be elevated to a profession acknowledged as central to 
the development of sport and the fulfilment of mdiv1dual potential" (p 5). This 
professionalisation of coaching will likely contribute to a growth in coach education 
programmes. In the Department ofCultlire, Media and Sport's publication entitled 
'A Sportmg Future for All', the Government acknowledged that the coach-athlete 
partnership as well as mentonng and supportmg roles are prominent issues within 
coach education (DCMS, 2000) The prommence of the coach-athlete relationship 
as an educational issue was further emphasised by the fact that it is a key element 
within Sports Coach UK's "UK Coaching Framework" (Sports Coach UK, 2008). 
The present research, m combination with previous related research ( e g , Jowett, 
2005b, 2007, 2008; Jowett & Cockerill, 2003), can make a significant contribution 
to the development of these programmes. This can in tlirn facilitate coaches and 
athletes' understanding of the importance of the role played by their sportmg 
relationship, the content of the relationship and how 1t can best be maintained. 
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As well as informing broader education programmes, this thesis can under-
pin the development of relationship enhancement programmes, which are targeted at 
the coach-athlete dyad. The results of the second study of this thes1s emphasised 
that it is vital that any relationship enhancement programmes in sport are based on 
sound scientific theory and research. Thus, the longer versions of the CART -Qs, 
the CARM-Q and the COMPASS model can provide a framework around, which an 
intervention can be developed 
Similar to the CET programme (Sm1th & Smoll, 1996, 1997, 2007), a 
workshop that aims to develop the 7 maintenance strategies contained within the 
COMPASS model (i.e. conflict management, openness, motivational, preventative, 
assurance, support and social networks) can be developed. Through lectures, videos, 
group discussions, role playing and independent tasks, for instance, coaches and 
athletes could be equipped with the skills and knowledge necessary to optimise and 
mamtain the quality of the1r relationships. 
Interventions have already been developed, implemented and evaluated in a 
sporting context and they have been shown to have a positive effect (e.g. 
Coatsworth & Conroy, 2006; Sm1th & Smoll, 1996, 1997, 2007). However, these 
tend to focus on the group level and hence there is a need to develop programmes, 
which are targeted at the dyadic level and, which educate both members of the 
relationship rather than focusing on the coach. Clearly, such programmes need to be 
empirically evaluated so that conclusions regarding the1r effectiveness and efficacy 
can be established based on sound quantitative and qualitative evidence. 
This thesis can also have preventative implications through offering 
resources for sport psychology consultants. The longer versions of the CART -Q and 
the CARM-Q represent tools, which can provide sport psychologists with an 
assessment of the quality of a coach-athlete relationship and the levels of 
maintenance strategies, which are currently being used. Based upon such 
information, the instruments can then be used to highlight areas of strength within 
the relationship as well as potential areas of weakness. Through highlighting 
specific items, which receive particularly high or low ratings, consultants can begin 
to target specific areas of interest. Interventions can then be developed and 
implemented, which may help to prevent the decline of the relationship and serve to 
help optimise the quality and functioning of coach-athlete relationships. The 
COMPASS model also offers consultants a conceptualisation, which can under-pin 
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their approach to working with coaches and athletes and help them to emphasise the 
importance of continually taking steps to ensure that the quahty of sporting 
relationships are optimised and mamtained. The longer verswns of the CART-Q and 
the CARM-Q can also prov1de consultants w1th tools via which the efficacy and 
effectiveness of any consultancy can be empirically assessed. This in turn can allow 
conclusions to be made regarding, which aspects of a consultancy or of a particular 
intervention have a significant impact on coach-athlete relationships. 
Such preventative steps should help to avoid situations in which a coach and 
an athlete experience a significant decline in the quality of their relationship. 
Interventions may be developed and implemented when a coach-athlete relatiOnship 
starts to decline and hence help to avoid the situation in wh1ch it is terminated, as 
was descnbed in the case study by Jowett (2003). Ultimately, knowledge of how 
effective relationships in sport may be maintained may inform our knowledge of 
how negative relationships are developed (e.g., Martens, 1987; Smith & Smoll, 
1989). With further research, this thesis may facilitate an understandmg of how 
physically or sexually abusive relationships in sport can develop and be mamtained 
( e g., Balague, 1999; Brackenridge, 200 I). This may enable safe-guards to be put in 
place such that appropriate actions can be taken when negative relationships begin 
to develop. 
The resources developed through this thesis can also guide sport psychology 
consultants when working to 'cure' coach-athlete relationships, which may have 
declined to a point where it IS no longer effective and/or successful. Examples of 
such circumstances are prevalent within the media. For instance, in Football, the 
breakdown of the relationship between Craig Bellamy and h1s then Newcastle 
manager Graeme Souness was well-publicised (BBC News, 2005) It is possible 
that an appropriately quahfied sport psychology consultant could be employed to 
help coaches and athletes in such Situations to ensure that their relationship returns 
to a more effective and/or successful state. It is likely that similar examples of 
ineffective coach-athlete relationships are present throughout all sports and 
competitive levels. Consultants working with such relationships can now employ 
both the short and long versions of the CART-Q and the CARM-Q to help identify 
the salient issues within the relationship, wh1ch are causmg the current difficulties 
The instruments can therefore inform the sport psychology consultant when 
taking steps to remedy the situation. For example, the questionnaires may suggest to 
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the consultant that there is a lack of complementarity withm the relationship and 
that this is associated with the coach and the athlete not being clear about what is 
expected of them during training. The consultant can then encourage the coach and 
athlete to use the 'preventative' maintenance strategy, which involves clarifying 
expectations and then communicatmg when these expectations have not been met. 
This in turn should help to improve the levels of complementarity within the 
relationship and therefore enhance relatwnship quality as a whole. This thesis can 
therefore offer resources, which can aid national organisations, sport psychology 
consultants, coaches and athletes to take preventative and curative steps to ensure 
that the quality of coach-athlete relationships is maintained at an optimal level both 
in terms of effectiveness and success. 
7.5. Limitations of the present research 
There are a number of limitations, which are associated with the studies 
contained within this thesis. In Study 1, the longer versions of the CART-Q were 
only found to approach an adequate fit to the data. The demonstration of factorial 
validity is an on-going process (Hoyt et al. 2006), and there is therefore a need to 
seek further evidence via cross-validation studies. In Study 4, the fit indices were 
satisfactory, which lends support to the factorial validity of the newly developed 
measure However, further quantitative research is required to confirm this, and all 
other forms, of validity with independent samples. 
The associations revealed in Study 1 between the quality of a coach-athlete 
relationship with perceived performance and satisfactiOn were cross-sectional and 
correlational. It is therefore not possible to draw any conclusions regarding the 
causal directwn of this relatwnship. Indeed, it may well prove to be a cyclical 
relationship with higher levels of relationship quality both causing, and resulting 
from, higher levels of perceived performance and satisfaction. However, further 
longitudinal research in this field would help generate information upon which more 
confident conclusions regarding the nature of these statistical relationships could be 
based. 
The extent to which one can generalise findmgs from research With romantic 
and marital couples to the coach-athlete relatwnship is also limited and this 
represents a significant limitation of Study 2. It is argued, however, that reviewmg 
such research was useful in terms of identifymg general relational factors such that 
their role in the sportmg context could be investigated. The results of this study 
should therefore be viewed as exploratory in terms of forming a foundation and 
generating hypotheses, which need to be tested in research, which focuses on the 
coach-athlete relationship. 
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Study 3 should also be considered as bemg exploratory in nature. W 1th a 
sample containing 6 coaches and 6 athletes, one cannot conclude that the 
information revealed may be relevant and representative to all coach-athlete dyads 
at all competitive levels. Until further research IS undertaken the COMPASS model 
therefore remams m a developmental phase Study 3 is also limited as it relied on 
the subjective opinions of coaches and athletes m terms of how the quality of their 
sporting relationship is developed and maintained It may be the case that there are 
other important factors, which have a significant role to play. These particular 
athletes and coaches may either not be using such factors or may be usmg them but 
are simply unaware of the fact. Previous research, particularly in terms of coaches, 
has highlighted that individuals are not always fully aware of the behaviours they 
use and the effect that they have on their sporting partner (e.g., Saliminen & 
Liukkonen, 1996). Thus, there may be benefits in using other data collection 
techniques, such as systematic observation and videoing, to determme the nature 
and role of relatiOnship maintenance strategies in the coach-athlete relationship as 
well as other interpersonal relationships in sport. 
There are also limitations associated with Study 4 of this thesis. As 
discussed with reference to Study I, one cannot make conclusions regarding 
causality based on correlational data and hence one can only argue that the use of 
maintenance strategies are associated With perceptions of relationship quality. 
Again, longitudinal, experimental and mtervention-based research would help to 
elucidate whether an increase of the use of a given maintenance strategy is 
associated with a subsequent rise in the quality of a coach-athlete relationship. 
Furthermore, Study 4 relied on the participants' self-reports regarding the extent to 
which they used the given maintenance strategies. The potential problem of the 
coaches and athletes providing socially desirable rather than accurate ratings is 
another limitation of this study. Clearly, a coach, for example, may report that they 
give their athlete support when no such support has been provided. Therefore, more 
observational research on this issue may enable a more objective analysis of the use 
of maintenance strategies withm a coach-athlete relationship. 
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Another limitation of this research is that it investigated independent 
samples of coaches and athletes and hence the individual remained the focus of 
analysis. Poczwardowski, et al. (2006) advocated a shift away from the individual 
level to a Situation where the coach-athlete dyad becomes the unit of analysis. 
Therefore, further research should be conducted with coaches and athletes who 
work together such that their relationships can be analysed on the dyadic rather than 
the individual level. 
7.6. Ideas for future research 
The development of the longer versions of the CART-Qs, the CARM-Q and 
the COMPASS model opens a wide range of potential new avenues for further 
research Clearly, an initml requirement is for research, which assesses the validity 
and reliability ofthese resources. Initial evidence of the validity and reliability of 
the two measures were demonstrated within this thesis. However, further research is 
required to test the psychometric properties of these instruments with different 
populations and to test their stability over time. The short version of the CART-Q 
has been developed for different cultures (e g. Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2003) and there 
is a need for similar projects to be undertaken with the longer versions of the 
CART-Qs and the CARM-Q. Such further evidence of the validity and reliability of 
these new measures will help to demonstrate their psychometric properties and 
allow researchers and consultants to be more confident in drawing conclusions 
based upon any information, which is generated via their utilisation. Further 
qualitative research could also be conducted, which is fundamentally based on the 
COMPASS model. This would help to further assess the prevalence of the 
associated constructs within diverse populations and help to assess the extent to 
which the model fully captures the maintenance of relationships in sport. 
Another possible directiOn for future research will be to further assess the 
correlates of the coach-athlete relatiOnship. Research to date has employed the short 
versions of the CART-Q to investigate associations with individual (e.g., 
satisfactiOn Jowett & Don-Carolis, 2003; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004), relatiOnship 
(e g., empathic accuracy: Jowett & Clark-Carter, 2006) and enviromnental (e.g., 
team cohesion: Jowett & Chaundy, 2004) factors. Future research could employ the 
longer versions of the CART -Q to further assess the associations between 
relatiOnship quality and other individual (e.g., psychological well-being and self-
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esteem), relationship (e.g., the length of the relationship and the levels of power 
Within the dyad) and environmental (e.g., culture and organisational stress) factors 
The newly developed CARM-Q represents a significant advancement in this 
field, which opens up many opportunities for future research. The present research 
lends some support to the argument that the use of maintenance strategies is 
associated with the quality of a coach-athlete relationship. Further research can 
investigate how the use of maintenance strategies is linked with sport-related 
outcomes such as performance and satisfaction as well as numerous other 
individual, relational and environmental factors. Research regarding individual 
factors could assess whether the use of such strategies is influenced by an 
individual's gender, age or experience. Research regarding relationship maintenance 
within romantic/marital dyads has already revealed that gender has a significant 
impact (e g., Canary & Stafford, 1992; Dainton & Stafford, 1993; Ragsdale, 1996), 
and hence conducting such research in a sporting context will help to highlight 
similar effects. Coaching research has previously considered the effects that 
coaching has on a range of individual factors These have included physical 
preparation (Bloom, 1996), performance (Gould et al., 2002), success and athletic 
development (Durand-Bush & Salmela, 2002), mental readiness for competition 
(Orlick and Partington, 2002), satisfaction with sport and personal life (Gould et al., 
1999; Greenleafet al., 2001) as well as an indlVldual's psychological profile 
(Chelladurai & Riemer, 1998; Smith & Smell, 1991) and the acquisition of life 
skills (Gould et al., 2007). All of these areas could be investigated in terms of their 
association with the use of maintenance strategies 
Research regarding relational factors could study how the make-up of a 
coach-athlete relationship in terms of the members' characteristics impacts upon 
relevant outcomes. For example, the maintenance strategies used within same sex 
dyads could be assessed and compared to those in opposite sex dyads. Situations in 
which an older coach, for example, works with a younger athlete could be assessed 
relative to when a coach and an athlete are of a similar age such that the 
Idiosyncrasies of various forms of coach-athlete relationships can be elucidated. 
Further exploration of these relational factors may be offered by the 
development of a meta perspective version of the CARM-Q. This would assess an 
individual's perceptions of their sporting partner's use of maintenance strategies. 
The creation of the meta perspective of the CARM-Q would subsequently open a 
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number of other avenues of possible research. Research could explore associations 
between an individual's perceptions of how their sporting partner maintains their 
relationship ( e g , m eta conflict management, m eta openness, m eta motivational, 
m eta preventative, m eta assurance, m eta support and m eta social networks) and 
relevant outcomes (e g., performance, satisfaction, well-being etc). The assessment 
of eo-orientation in terms of the use of maintenance strategies could also be 
investigated via the dimensions of assumed similarity, actual similarity and 
empathic understanding Based on this data, one could establish whether the role of 
eo-orientation in terms of maintenance strategies is as significant as the role it plays 
regarding perceptions of relationship quality (cf Jowett & Clark-Carter, 2006) 
The effects that broader environmental factors may have on the use of 
maintenance strategies could also merit investigation (e.g. the time of season and 
the level of competition, Lacey & Darst, 1984, 1985). Such research could help 
tailor the information, which is provided to sport psychologists, coaches and 
athletes such that it is more applicable to their given circumstances. 
There IS also scope to expand the methodological approaches, which are 
employed to study the coach-athlete relationship. The present research used 
questionnaires along with a systematic review and qualitative interviews. Some 
coach-athlete relationship research has already taken a longitudinal approach ( e g , 
Olympiou, 2006). Such research would help to highlight how changes in the use of 
maintenance strategies over time may be associated with changes in perceptions of 
relationship quality and afford more confident conclusions regardmg the causal 
relationships between these variables. Sport psychology researchers may also 
benefit from the incorporation of other data collection techniques m their study of 
the coach-athlete relationship For instance, the use of video eqmpment has recently 
been used m the study of empathy (Lorimer & Jowett, in press) and tlus could be 
expanded to capture coach and athlete interactions. Trained observers could then 
give an objective view of the use of maintenance strategies. Furthermore, data could 
also be gathered using dianes to collect informatiOn from coaches and athletes 
regarding their perceptions of the quality of their relationship and the use of 
maintenance strategies over time The apphcat10n of these different techniques in 
the study of coach-athlete relationships may offer a different perspective on this 
topic, which will complement the data, which has been collected via questionnaires 
and interviews. 
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Perhaps the most cntical area of further research regarding the coach-athlete 
relatwnslup, however, is to combine all of the avrulable knowledge in order to 
develop, implement and evaluate relatiOnship enhancement programmes in sport. 
Study 2 within this thesis outlines a number of guidelines for developing such a 
programme. The COMPASS model in combination With Jowett's (2005b, 2007) 
3+ 1 C conceptualisation can provide the theoretical foundation of an enhancement 
programme, which targets coach-athlete relationships. Tlus research would help to 
assess the practical implications of the present and related research and highlight the 
potential benefits that a coach-athlete relationship enhancement programme could 
offer. 
The present research has identified the Importance of the role played by 
relationship maintenance in the coach-athlete relatwnship and hence Similar 
research may prove valuable regarding other sporting relationships Research in this 
field has started to investigate peer relationships ( e.g , Ulrich-French & Smith, 
2006) and tnadic parent-coach-athlete relatiOnships (e g, Jowett & Timson-Katchis, 
2005) and such work could be expanded to investigate the role of maintenance 
strategies within these dyads. There are also other important relationships in sport, 
which require investigation. For example, the relationship between a chairman and 
the manager in a football club has received a growing amount of attention in the 
media and hence this has become a dyad, which merits further investigation 
In a wider context, this thesis highlights further research possibilities for 
other forms of coachmg Coaching has been employed in a range of different fields 
including busmess (Downey, 1999; Fournies, 2000), life (Parsloe & Wray, 2000), 
executive (Pelt!er, 2001), and performance coaching (Whitrnore, 1992).1t has also 
been used as a form of counselling ( e g , Grant, 2001 ). Although the study of 
relationship maintenance m professwnal dyads has started to receive some research 
attention recently ( e g, Chen & Peng, 2008), there is great scope for studying this 
topic in all areas in which coaching is prevalent. For instance, studying how a life 
coach and their chent or how a counsellor and their client maintain an effective 
relationship are areas, which merit consideration for future research 
Outside of the coaching arena, the topics of measuring and maintaining the 
quality of dyadic relationships could be significant avenues for future research. 
Many different forms of professional dyads exist, each of which could be the 
subject of similar research to that which has been conducted in the present thesis. 
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Such relationships may work in a medical (e.g, a doctor and a nurse), a military 
(e.g., a soldier and their captam) an educational (e g., a teacher and their pupil) or a 
business (e.g, a manager and their employee) setting. 
7. 7. Final thoughts 
The topic of interpersonal relationships has attracted the views of numerous 
leadmg theonsts, artists and thinkers over many centuries. Aristotle suggested that 
"For wtthout friends, no one would choose to live, though he had all other goods". 
The 161h century poet John Donne wrote that "No man is an island, entire of its 
self'. This analogy can be adapted for a sporting arena by arguing that no coach or 
athlete is an island, entire of his/herself, and hence one needs to consider the 
important mfluence of the relationships, which a coach/athlete develops with those 
around him/her. 
All of the key stakeholders of the coach-athlete relationship have 
acknowledged the importance of the role that it plays. These include researchers 
(e.g., Jowett & Poczwardowski, 2007; Petitpas, 2002) and national organisations 
(e.g, DCMS, 2000, UK Sport, 2001) as well as the coaches (e g. Gould et al, 2007) 
and athletes (e.g., Durand-Bush & Salmela, 2002) themselves. This has fuelled a 
drive towards developing our understanding of the content, nature and correlates of 
the coach-athlete relationship with many gaps in the literature being identified 
(Jowett & Poczwardowski, 2007). The present thesis makes a considerable 
contribution to filling these gaps by expanding our understanding of the content of a 
coach-athlete relationship and by conducting the first studies into how the quahty of 
a coach-athlete relationship can be maintained. This body of research now brings us 
to a stage where interventions can be created, which aim to develop successful and 
effective coach-athlete dyads based on the guidelines presented in this thesis. 
This thesis therefore contnbutes to the drive towards creating coach-athlete 
relationships that are not only successful but are also effective such that they can 
promote coaches and athletes' athletic as well as personal development. It highlights 
the need to consider not only, which properties constitute relationship quality but to 
also consider how relationship quality can be maintained. As is often argued in 
sport, staying at the top is often as hard as getting there. Interpersonal relationships 
in sport may be viewed in a similar way with maintaining a successful and effective 
relationship being as important as having a good relationship at a given moment in 
186 
time. In 2000, Wylleman argued that the coach-athlete relationship is an 
" ... unchartered temtory" (p. 555) Since this time, significant strides have been 
made in starting to charter this research domain. The longer versiOns of the CART-
Qs, the CARM-Q and the COMPASS model now represent tools, which can a1d the 
further navigation of this territory and should prove valuable in facilitating a 
successfUl journey. 
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Appendix A: Questionnaire used in phase 2 of Study 1 
Dear Colleague, 
I • Loughborough 
• University 
Apri12006 
We are writing to request your assistance in expanding a validated 
questionnaire, as part of an initial PhD study. Specifically, we are expanding the 
Coach-Athlete Relationship Questionnaire (CART-Q; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 
2004), a measure developed to assess athletes and coaches' perceptions about the 
coach-athlete relationship quality. Jowett and colleagues (see e.g., Jowett, 2005; 
Jowett, Paull, & Pensgaard, 2005) have described the quality of the coach-athlete 
relationship in terms of coaches' and athletes' closeness (interpersonal feelings), 
commitment (thoughts for the future) and complementarity (co-operative 
behaviours). In order to maximize the content and face validity of the expanded 
questionnaire, we would like to ask for your help. Below we have outlined the 
contents of this document together with guidelines on what you need to do, if you 
decide to help us in this process. 
SECTION A includes an assessment that aims to highlight issues related to the 
relevance, clarity, and focus of each one of the Items (new and old). This 
assessment starts with a brief introduction clarifymg the terms used. The 
introduction and definition of one of the three constructs (closeness, or 
commitment, or complementarity) is provided. We then list the Items that are 
designed to measure the respective construct. In this section, please use (a) the 3-
point scale to rate each item, and (b) the comments sectiOn to mclude feedback that 
could help improve this part of the questionnaire. 
SECTION B includes the proposed questionnaire format and scale and a section 
for general comments. In this section, please comment on the suitability of the 
response format and scale, the abihty of the mstrurnent as a whole to measure the 
respective dimension (closeness, commitment or complementarity), and suggest 
additions, deletions and modifications 
We would like to thank you in advance for your help. We understand that your 
time is valuable, but as your input at this stage is essential, we really hope that you 
Will be able to assist us in this process. We will be extremely grateful for that. If 
you do agree to contribute, please complete and return this document electronically 
or in the self-addressed envelope provided, by the no later than 291h May 2006. If 
this is a tight deadline, but you still would like to contnbute to this process, please 
Jet us know by when you could return the completed document. Once again, thank 
you very much for your help, it is greatly appreciated. 
Many thanks, 
Daniel Rhind and Sophia Jowett PhD 
SECTION A 
(closeness/athleteldlrect) 
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The items below concentrate on the Closeness dimension of the quality of a coach-
athlete relationship. Here, we propose a total of 28 1tems to measure the closeness 
dimension. This version is designed to be completed by the athlete wh1lst thinking 
about the relationship they have with their principal coach. 
DEFINITION OF CLOSENESS 
Closeness refers to the feelings experienced and perceived 
by the coach and the athlete in the relationship (e.g., 
liking, trust, respect). Closeness reflects the emotional 
tone of the relationship, the degree to which the coach and 
the athlete are connected or the depth of their emotional 
attachment. 
Please use (a) the scale (by underlining yes, no, or unsure) to rate the smtability of 
each item, and (b) the comments sectiOn to include any thoughts that could help us 
improve th1s part of the questionnaire 
PLEASE ASSESS THE SUITABILITY OF ITEMS AGAINST THESE CRITERIA: 
Relevant (representative)- Does 1t reflect the description of Closeness (see above)? 
Clear- Is it easily understood? 
Specific- Is it focused and not too general or ambiguous? 
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Having in mind the definition of closeness, please assess the suitability of items 
by underlining or circling your answer. 
1. I like my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
2. I trust my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments· 
3. I respect my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
4. I admire my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
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5. I value my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
6. I care about my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
7. I feel appreciation for the sacrifices my coach has experienced in order to 
improve performance 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
8. I feel secure in facing challenging sport-related situations, when I am with my 
coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments 
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9. I feel that my coach is there for help 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
10. I feel happy when m coach feels ha~'PY 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
11. I feel there is an emotional bond with my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
12. I am considerate toward my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
13. I am treated fairly b' my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
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14. I am satisfied with mv coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
15. I am natient with mv coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
16. I am honest with mv coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments 
17. I am influenced bv mv coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Spec1fic YES NO UNSURE 
Comments· 
18. I have nroven to mv coach that I am trustworthv 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
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19. I have a warm relationship with my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
20. I can count on my coach for help with a problem 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
21. I can count on my coach for a reassuring comment when I am under stress 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
22. My coach and I are reliable when it comes to things which are important to 
sport performance 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
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23. My coach and I are quite similar to each other 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
24. I depend on my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
25. I get upset with my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments· 
26. I make my coach feel anerv 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
27. I cannot trust my coach 
Relevant YES NO 
Clear YES NO 
Spec1fic YES NO 
Comments 
28. I feel I can rely on my coach even when thines are not eoine well 
Relevant 
Clear 
Spec1fic 
Comments: 
YES 
YES 
YES 
SECTIONB 
(closeness/athlete/direct) 
NO 
NO 
NO 
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UNSURE 
UNSURE 
UNSURE 
UNSURE 
UNSURE 
UNSURE 
Below is the proposed format for this dimension of the questionnaire. Please go ahead 
and complete the questwnna1re. Some questions then follow regarding your general 
impression of this format and whether you feel that any changes are necessary. 
Instructions for completion: 
This questionnaire contains questions pertaining to you and 
your coach. Please read carefully the statements below and 
underline the answer that indicates whether you agree or 
disagree in regards to your relationship with your coach. 
There are no right or wrong answers. Please respond to the 
statements as honestly as possible and relevant to how you 
personally feel. Your responses are anonymous and 
completely confidential. Please respond to the questionnaire 
having in mind your principal coach. 
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Strongly Strongly 
I think ... Disagree Half-way Agree 
1 I like my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 I trust my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3 I respect my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4 I adm1re my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5 I value my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6 I care about my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7 . I feel apprec1at1on for the sacnfices my coach has 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
expenenced 1n order to Improve performance 
8 I feel secure 1n fac1ng challeng1ng, sport-related, 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Situations when I am w1th my coach 
9 I feel that my coach IS there for help 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 0 I feel happy when my coach feels happy 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11 I feel there IS an emotional bond w1th my coach 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12 I am considerate toward my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13 I am treated fa1rly by my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14 I am satisfied w1th my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15 I am pat1ent w1th my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16 I am honest w1th my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17 I am Influenced by my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Strongly Strongly 
I think ... Disagree Half-way Agree 
18 I have proven to my coach that I am trustworthy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. I have a warm relat1onsh1p w1th my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20 I can count on my coach for help w1th a problem 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21 I can count on my coach for a reassunng comment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
when I am under stress 
22 My coach and I are reliable when 1t comes to th1ngs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
wh1ch are Important to sport performance 
23 My coach and I are qUite s1m1lar to each other 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24. I depend on my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25 I get upset w1th my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
26 I make my coach feel angry 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27 I cannot trust my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28 I feel I can rely on my coach even when things are 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
not go1ng well 
General Impressions: 
Can you think of any other Items (or areas) that could be represented or included 
under Closeness? 
Is the questionnaire pitched at an appropriate level for adult coaches and athletes? 
Does the questionnaue flow well? How IS the order of the Items? 
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Are the instructions preceding the questionnaire easy to follow? Is there anythmg we 
need to include? 
Is the questionnaire presented appropnately? How IS the format and presentation of 
the questiOnnaire? 
a) Suggested additions: 
b) Suggested deletions· 
c) Suggested modifications: 
THANK YOU 
Appendix B· Questionnaire used in phase 3 of Study 1 
Dear Coach, 
I • Loughborough 
., University 
Daniel Rhind 
School of Sport and Exerc1se Sc1ences 
Loughborough Umvers1ty 
Le1cestersh1re, LE11 3TU 
October 2006 
What makes a successful coach-athlete partnership? 
Anecdotal and sc1ent1fic ev1dence from coaches and athletes highlights the importance of the relationship a 
coach and an athlete develop over the course of the1r sporting partnership However, there is st1ll a shortage 
of empincal research to uncover: 
(a} what factors play a key role in the quality of the coach-athlete relationship, and 
(b) how this relationship affects important outcomes such as performance and sat1sfact1on. 
In order to answer these quest1ons, we are handing out a questionnaire to a large number of coaches and 
athletes who part1c1pate m trammg and compet1t1on on a regular bas1s 
We are contacting you because we would like to inv1te you to part1c1pate 1n this investigation Part1c1pat1on 
Involves completing a questionnaire which should take approximately 15 minutes. Please note that the 
quest1onna1re 1s anonymous • the information you supply IS umdentlfiable and therefore completely 
confidential. 
Your participation to the study is valuable. Your responses would contnbute toward discovering the 
positive, effective, and successful factors over the negat1ve, ineffective and unsuccessful factors of coach· 
athlete relationships. The generated information could potentially form part of coach education programmes 
and seminars run by Nat1onal Governing Sport Bod1es or other authont1es that a1m to ra1se athletes' 
awareness of 1ssues that can affect performance and satisfaction. If you would like to take part, please 
complete the quest1onna1re that accompames th1s letter and return 1t v1a the free post envelope provided or 
e-mail it to d j.a.rhind@lboro.ac.uk. 
We would ask 1f you could please return the completed questionnaire within two weeks of receiving 1!. If you 
have any questions or you would like to find out more about the study please do not hes1tate to contact 
Daniel Rhind, on 01509 228450 or ema1l d 1 a rh1nd@lboro ac uk. 
We hope that you can make time to participate in this study We will be more than happy to supply you with 
a report that contains the main findings from this investigation. If you wish to receive the report, please do 
not forget to let us have your contact details. 
We look forward to hearing from you soon. 
W1th best w1shes, 
Damel Rhind & Sophia Jowett PhD 
0 
QUESTIONNAIRE: 
General instructions 
This questionnaire deals with the relationship coaches and athletes develop over the course 
of their sporting partnership. The questionnaire aims to assess the quality of the working 
partnership you have with your athlete. 
it includes two sections. Section A is concerned w1th how you perceive the working 
relationship with your athlete whilst Section B is concerned with how you think your athlete 
perceives his/her working relationship with you. 
Please remember that, 
• You need to complete the questionnaire having in mind a specific athlete of your 
team/squad. 
• You need to respond to the statements relative to how you generally interact with this 
specific athlete during training. 
• You need to respond relevant to how you personally think and/or feel -there are no 
right or wrong answers. 
• Your answers are anonymous so please respond as honestly as possible. 
SECTION A 
Please underline the answer which indicates whether you agree or disagree with regards to what the 
relationship is like with your athlete during training. Please respond to the questionnaire having in 
mind a specific athlete from your team/squad. 
During training ... 
1 I am comm1tted to my athlete 
2 I trust my athlete 
3 I am at ease 
4. I like my athlete 
5. I am close to my athlete 
6 I am organised 
7. I respect my athlete 
B. I th1nk that my sport career is promising With my 
athlete 
9 I am co-operative 
10 I value my athlete 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
11. I am comm1tted to maintaining a close partnership 1 2 
w1th my athlete 
12 I am enthusiastic 
13. I care about my athlete 
14. I would not let a d1sappo1ntment effect my 
commitment to my athlete 
15 I am receptive 
16 I appreciate the sacnfices my athlete has 
experienced to improve performance 
17. I cannot 1magine ending my relationship with my 
athlete in the next year 
18 I know how to approach him/her 
19 I feel confident 1n fac1ng sport1ng challenges when I 
am with my athlete (e g , major competition) 
20 I think the relationship with my athlete Will be long-
term 
21. I am responsive to his/her efforts 
22. I feel that my athlete is available to help me when I 
need 1t 
23. I expect to be close to my athlete the season after 
th1s one 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
Neither Agree 
or Disagree 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
Strongly 
Agree 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
Strongly Neither Agree Strongly 
During training ... Disagree or Disagree Agree 
24. I am ready to do my best 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25. I feel unhappy seeing my athlete unhappy 2 3 4 5 6 7 
26. I have a clear vision about what performance could 2 3 4 5 6 7 
be achieved in the near future 
27. I adopt a fnendly stance 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28 I have an emot1onal bond with my athlete 2 3 4 5 6 7 
29. I have similar performance goals w1th my athlete for 2 3 4 5 6 7 
the near future 
30. I am focused on the task in hand 2 3 4 5 6 7 
31. I am considerate towards my athlete 2 3 4 5 6 7 
32. I think that my athlete plays an Important role in my 2 3 4 5 6 7 
future performance accomplishments 
33. I read1ly seek my athlete's v1ews and op1mons 2 3 4 5 6 7 
34. I treat my athlete fairly 2 3 4 5 6 7 
35. I pay attent1on to what my athlete says 2 3 4 5 6 7 
36. I am sat1sfied w1th my athlete 2 3 4 5 6 7 
37. I have put a great dealmto my relat1onsh1p w1th my 2 3 4 5 6 7 
athlete, compared to other coaches w1th their 
athletes 
38 I am clear about what is expected of me during 2 3 4 5 6 7 
training 
39. I have a warm relat1onsh1p w1th my athlete 2 3 4 5 6 7 
40. I stand up to my athlete 1f necessary 2 3 4 5 6 7 
41. I can count on my athlete 2 3 4 5 6 7 
42. I want to end this relationship 2 3 4 5 6 7 
43. I g1ve cred1t for my athlete's contnbution to jomt 2 3 4 5 6 7 
performance accomplishments 
44. I am reliable when 1t comes to things that are 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Important to sport performance (e g., working hard) 
45 lt would be difficult for me to find another athlete who 2 3 4 5 6 7 
is as good as my athlete 1f our relat1onsh1p ended 
46. I enjoy the mteract1on 2 3 4 5 6 7 
47. I have a lot in common w1th my athlete (e g., 2 3 4 5 6 7 
enthusiasm, love for sport) 
48. I thmk that ending my relationship with my athlete 2 3 4 5 6 7 
would upset me 
49. I work effectively 2 3 4 5 6 7 
0 
Strongly Neither Agree Strongly 
During training ... Disagree or Disagree Agree 
50. I often consider terminating the relationship w1th my 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
athlete 
51. I g1ve my athlete support 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
52. I often make my athlete feel angry 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
53. I am determined to make my relationship with my 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
athlete as successful as 1t can be 
54. I am lazy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
55. I cannot trust my athlete 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
56. I would miss my athlete if I could not communicate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
w1th them for a long penod of time 
57. I am argumentative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
58 I can rely on my athlete even when th1ngs are not 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
going well (e g , injury) 
59 I th1nk my athlete's dec1s1ons are good for 1mprov1ng 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
h1s/her performance 
60. I am uncompromising 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
61. Sacnficmg for my (th1s) athlete can be personally 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
sat1sfymg (e g, prepanng an extra tra1mng session) 
62. I am distant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
63. I am over-cnt1cal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
64. I am affected pos1t1vely by my athlete when he/she IS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
happy 
65. I am sat1sfied w1th the degree to which I have 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
reached my performance goals dunng th1s season 
66 I am satisfied with the improvement in my 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
performance over the previous season 
67. I am satisfied w1th the improvement m my sk1ll level 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
68. Overall I am an excellent coach 1n my sport 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
69. My coaching performance consistently meets my 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
goals or expectations 
70. Coaches and athletes (sport performers) at my level 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
see me as an excellent overall coach 
I 
SECTION 8 
Considering the same athlete as before, this section requires you to take your athlete's perspective. 
Therefore, you need to think how your athlete thinks about the sporting partnership you have with 
him/her. Please underline the answer which indicates whether you agree or disagree with regards 
to how you think your athlete generally feels, thinks and interacts with you in training. 
Strongly Neither Agree Strongly 
During training ... Disagree or Disagree Agree 
1. My athlete IS comm1tted to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. My athlete trusts me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. My athlete is at ease 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. My athlete likes me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. My athlete is close to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. My athlete is organised 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7 My athlete respects me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. My athlete believes that h1s/her sport career 1s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
promising w1th me 
9 My athlete is co-operat1ve 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. My athlete values me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11 My athlete is comm1tted to mamtammg a close 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
partnership with me 
12. My athlete IS enthusiaStiC 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. My athlete cares about me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. My athlete would not let a d1sapp01ntment effect 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
his/her commitment to me 
15. My athlete 1s recept1ve 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. My athlete appreciates the sacnfices I have 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
expenenced to 1mprove performance 
17. My athlete cannot 1magme endmg his/her 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
relat1onsh1p w1th me 1n the next year 
18. My athlete knows how to approach me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. My athlete feels confident in facing sportmg 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
challenges when he/she IS w1th me (e.g., maJor 
compet1t1on) 
20. My athlete thinks that 1t 1s likely that the relationship 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
with me Will be long-term 
21. My athlete is responsive to my efforts 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22 My athlete feels that I am ava1lable to help h1m/her 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
when they need it 
2 
Strongly Neither Agree Strongly 
During training ... Disagree or Disagree Agree 
23. My athlete expects to be close to me the season 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
after this one 
24. My athlete is ready to do his/her best 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25. My athlete feels unhappy seeing me unhappy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
26. My athlete has a clear vision about what 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
performance could be achieved in the near future 
27 My athlete adopts a friendly stance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28. My athlete thinks that he/she has an emot1onal bond 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
w1th me 
29. My athlete thinks that we have similar performance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
goals for the near future 
30. My athlete is focused on the task in hand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
31. My athlete 1s considerate towards me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
32. My athlete thmks that I play an Important role 1n 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
his/her future performance accomplishments 
33 My athlete readily seeks my v1ews and 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
opinions 
34. My athlete treats me fa1rly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
35. My athlete pays attention to what I say 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
36. My athlete 1s sat1sfied w1th me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
37 My athlete has put a great deal into the relationship 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
w1th me, compared to other athletes with their 
coaches 
38 My athlete is clear about what is expected of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
him/her during training 
39. My athlete feels that he/she has a warm relationship 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
with me 
40. My athlete stands up to me 1f necessary 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
41. My athlete thinks that he/she can count on me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
42. My athlete wants to end this relationship 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
43. My athlete g1ves cred1t for my contribution to joint 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
performance accomplishments 
44. My athlete 1s rel1able when 1t comes to things that 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
are Important to sport performance (e.g., working 
hard) 
45. My athlete thinks that it would be very difficult for 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
h1m/her to find another coach who is as good as me 
1f our relationship ended 
46. My athlete enjoys the mteract1on 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
47. My athlete feels that they have a lot 1n common w1th 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
me (e.g., enthus1asm, love for sport) 
3 
During training ... 
Strongly 
Disagree 
48 My athlete thinks that endmg his/her relationship 1 
with me would upset him/her 
49. My athlete works effectively 1 
50. My athlete often ccnsiders terminating the 1 
relat1onsh1p w1th me 
51. My athlete gives me support 1 
52. My athlete often makes me feel angry 1 
53. My athlete 1s determmed to make his/her 1 
relalionshlp w1th me as successful as 1t can be 
~.~~~~~ 1 
55 My athlete feels that he/she cannot trust me 1 
56. My athlete would miss me if he/she could not 1 
ccmmunicate with me for a long period of time 
57. My athlete 1s argumentative 1 
58 My athlete feels that he/she can rely on me even 1 
when things are not going well (e g., injury) 
59 My athlete thinks that my decisions are good for 1 
improving performance 
60. My athlete is uncompromising 1 
61. My athlete feels that sacnficmg something for me 1 
can be personally satisfying (e g , having an extra 
trammg sess1on) 
62. My athlete 1s distant 1 
63. My athlete 1s over-cntJcal 1 
64. My athlete IS affected pos1t1vely by me when I am 1 
happy 
65 Overall I am satisfied with the degree to which my 1 
athlete has reached h1s/her performance goals this 
season 
66 I am satisfied with the improvement in my athlete's 1 
performance over the previous season 
67. I am satisfied w1th the Improvement 1n my athlete's 1 
sk1ll level 
68 Overall my athlete is an excellent athlete 1n our 1 
sport 
69. My athlete's performance consistently meets my 1 
goals or expectations 
70. Coaches and athletes at my level see my athlete as 1 
an excellent athlete 
4 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
Neither Agree 
or Disagree 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
Strongly 
Agree 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
Please complete the information below: 
Your details: 
1. Age: YRS 
2 Gender M D F D 
3 Please specify the sport you coach:---------
4. How many years have you been coachmg? __ YRS __ MONTHS 
Your athlete's details 
5.Age YRS 
6. Gender: M D F D 
Details about your relationship with your athlete: 
7 At what level of performance do you and your athlete generally participate/compete? You may tick more than one box 
RECREATIONAL D UNIVERSITY D CLUB D 
REGIONAL D NATIONAL D INTERNATIONAL D 
8 How many years have you been coaching your athlete? __ YRS __ MONTHS 
9. How many hours per week do you normally spend coaching the specific athlete that you focused on whilst completing 
this questionnaire? __ HRS 
Feel free to make any additional comments in the space below: 
If you would like to receive a summary of the findings of this research then please provide your e· 
mail or postal address in the space below: 
Please return the questionnaire in the free post envelope provided or viae-mail to 
d.j.a.rhind@lboro.ac.uk 
5 
THANK YOU 
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Appendix C: Interview schedule used in Study 3 
SectiOn I: Demographic Information 
Ql. What is your mam sport? 
Q2. How long have you been coaching/playing this sport? 
Q3. What is the highest level that you have coached/competed at? 
Section 2: Semi-structured questions 
Q4. Th1s research IS focused on understanding what helps the development and 
maintenance of a good coach-athlete relationship Throughout the interview I would 
like you to consider all of the different sporting relationships that you have had with 
your coaches/athletes during your sporting career. What do you see as important in a 
good coach-athlete relationship? 
QS. How is a good relationship developed and maintained? 
Q6. We are now going to consider different aspects of the relationship. Research has 
shown that commitment is important. Commitlnent is defined as wantmg to work with 
your coach or player now and in the future. 
Q6a Think of a t1me when you were committed to your coach/athlete. What do you 
feel helped to develop and maintain this? 
Q6b. Think of a time when you were not committed to your coach/athlete. What do 
you feel contributed to this? 
Q7. Another important aspect of the relationship is to lzke, trust and respect your 
coach/athlete. 
Q7a. Think of a time when you liked, trusted and respected your coach/athlete. What 
do you feel helped to develop and maintain this? 
Q7b. Think of a time when you did not like, trust or respect your coach/athlete. What 
do you feel contnbuted to this? 
Q8. It 1s also Important for a coach and an athlete to co-operate and work well 
together 
Q8a. Think of a time when you and your coach/athlete worked well together. What do 
you feel helped to develop and maintain this? 
Q8b. Think of a time when you and your coach/athlete did not work well together. 
What do you feel contributed to this? 
• 
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Q9. Another important aspect of the relationship has been found to be understandzng 
each other and havzng common ground. 
Q9a. Think of a time when you had a good understanding between you and your 
coach/athlete. What do you feel helped to develop and maintain this? 
Q9b. Think of a time when you and your coach/athlete did not have a good 
understanding What do you feel contributed to this? 
Section 3 -Any other comments 
QlO. Are there any other factors which you now think help the development and 
maintenance of a good coach-athlete relatiOnship which we have not already 
discussed? 
ATHLETE VERSION· Section A: Maintaining your coach-athlete relationship 
Please indicate the extent to which each of the following statements accurately reflect the way 
that you maintain your relationship with your coach Do not indicate agreement with things that 
you think you should do or with things you did at one time but no longer do. That IS, think about 
the everyday things you actually do when you mteract with your coach Remember that much of 
what you do to maintain your relationship with your coach can involve mundane or routine 
aspects of day to day life. 
Strongly Neither Agree Strongly 
Disagree or Disagree Agree 
1. I apologise when I am wrong 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. I encourage my coach to share his/her feelings w1th 2 3 4 5 6 7 
me 
3. I show that I am motivated to work hard w1th my 2 3 4 5 6 7 
coach 
4. I am pos1t1ve when I am around my coach 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. I tell my coach what I th1nk he/she should do about 2 3 4 5 6 7 
their problems 
6. limply that our relationship has a future 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. I like to spend t1me w1th our mutual friends 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. I co-operate in how I handle disagreements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. I s1mply tell my coach how I feel about our 2 3 4 5 6 7 
relationship 
10. I show that I am passionate about our sport 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. I try to be upbeat when we are together 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. I g1ve him/her my opinions on !h1ngs g01ng on 1n 2 3 4 5 6 7 
h1s/her life 
13 I talk about our plans for the future 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14 I talk about our mutual friends and affiliations 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. I am understanding during disagreements 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. I disclose what I want from the coach-athlete 2 3 4 5 6 7 
relationship 
17. I show that I am mot1vated to achieve 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. I adapt my behaviours to sutt the preferences of my 2 3 4 5 6 7 
coach 
19. I g1ve my coach pra1se when appropnate 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20 I stress my comm1tment to my coach 2 3 4 5 6 7 
0 
Strongly Neither Agree Strongly 
Disagree or Disagree Agree 
21 I soc1al1se w1th my coach 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22 I listen to my coach during disagreements 2 3 4 5 6 7 
23. I like to have regular talks about our relat1onsh1p 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24 I state my op1mons when we are setting goals 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25. I show that I am a fa1r person 2 3 4 5 6 7 
26. I g1ve my coach constructive feedback 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27 I g1ve my coach support when things are not going 2 3 4 5 6 7 
well 
28 I spend time outs1de of tra1nmg w1th my coach 2 3 4 5 6 7 
29. I am patient during disagreements 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30 I am open about my feelings 2 3 4 5 6 7 
31 I work hard to achieve our goals 2 3 4 5 6 7 
32. I show good sportsmanship 2 3 4 5 6 7 
33. I accept my coach's constructive feedback 2 3 4 5 6 7 
34. I give my coach support when they are gomg 2 3 4 5 6 7 
through difficult times 
35. I travel to compet1t1ons w1th my coach 2 3 4 5 6 7 
36. I tell my coach what I expect from him/her 2 3 4 5 6 7 
37. I talk about where we stand 2 3 4 5 6 7 
38. I try to mot1vate my coach 2 3 4 5 6 7 
39 I am considerate of events in my coach's personal 2 3 4 5 6 7 
life 
40 I try not to be negative when giving feedback 2 3 4 5 6 7 
41. I show my coach that he/she can count on me 2 3 4 5 6 7 
42 I try to spend time with my coach during 2 3 4 5 6 7 
competitions 
43 I tell my coach when he has/has not met my 2 3 4 5 6 7 
expectations 
1 
Strongly Neither Agree Strongly 
Disagree or Disagree Agree 
44. I show my coach that he/she can talk to me about 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
anyth1ng 
45. I show my ability as an athlete 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
46 I try to be flex1ble when scheduling training sessions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
with my coach 
47. I change my behaviour based on my coach's 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
feedback 
48. I show my coach that he/she can rely on me even 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
when things are not going well 
49 I celebrate our successes w1th my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
50. I try not to lose my temper during disagreements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Section B: The Coach-Athlete Relationship- Your perceptions 
This section of the questionnaire a1ms to measure the quality and content of your coach-
athlete relat1onsh1p Please read carefully the statements below and c1rcle the answer 
that indicates whether you agree or d1sagree There are no right or wrong answers 
Please respond to the statements as honestly as possible and relevant to how you 
personally feel, think and behave when you are w1th your coach 
Strongly Neither Agree Strongly 
During training ... Disagree or Disagree Agree 
51. I am committed to my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
52. I trust my coach 2 3 4 5 6 7 
53. I am at ease 2 3 4 5 6 7 
54 I like my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
55 I am close to my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
56. I am organised 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
57. I respect my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
58. I think that my sport career 1s promising with my 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
coach 
59. I am co-operat1ve 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
60. I value my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
61 I am committed to maintaining a close partnership 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
with my coach 
62 I have put a great deal mto my relat1onsh1p w1th my 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
coach, compared to other athletes w1th the1r coaches 
2 
Strongly Neither Agree Strongly 
During training ... Disagree or Disagree Agree 
63. I care about my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
64. I would not let a disappointment effect my 2 3 4 5 6 7 
comm1tment to my coach 
65 I am receptive 2 3 4 5 6 7 
66. I appreciate the sacnfices my coach has expenenced 2 3 4 5 6 7 
to improve performance 
67. I cannot imagme ending my relat1onsh1p with my 2 3 4 5 6 7 
coach in the next year 
68. I know how to approach h1m/her 2 3 4 5 6 7 
69. I read1ly seek my coach's views and opinions 2 3 4 5 6 7 
70. I am responsive to his/her efforts 2 3 4 5 6 7 
71. I pay attention to what they say 2 3 4 5 6 7 
72. I expect to be close to my coach the season after this 2 3 4 5 6 7 
one 
73. I am ready to do my best 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7 4. I feel unhappy seemg my coach unhappy 2 3 4 5 6 7 
75. I have a clear VIsion about what performance could 2 3 4 5 6 7 
be achieved in the near future 
76. I adopt a fnendly stance 2 3 4 5 6 7 
77. I thmk that my coach plays an important role in my 2 3 4 5 6 7 
future performance accomplishments 
78. I am clear about what is expected of me during 2 3 4 5 6 7 
trammg 
79. I am focused on the task in hand 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3 
Section C: The Coach-Athlete Relationship- Your coach's perceptions 
This sect1on of the questionnaire aims to measure the quality and content of your coach-
athlete relationship Please read carefully the statements below and c1rcle the answer 
that md1cates whether you agree or disagree. There are no nght or wrong answers 
Please respond to the statements as honestly as possible and relevant to how you thmk 
your coach generally feels, thmks and behaves dunng training. 
During training ... 
80. My coach is comm1tted to me 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 
Neither Agree 
or Disagree 
3 4 5 
Strongly 
Agree 
6 7 
81. My coach trusts me 
82. My coach is at ease 
83. My coach likes me 
84. My coach is close to me 
85 My coach 1s organised 
86. My coach respects me 
87 My coach bel1eves that his/her sport career is 
promis1ng With me 
88 My coach IS co-operative 
89. My coach values me 
90. My coach IS comm1tted to maintaining a close 
partnership with me 
91. My coach has put a great deal into h1slher 
relat1onsh1p w1th me, compared to other coaches 
with the1r athletes 
92. My coach cares about me 
93. My coach would not let a disappointment affect 
h1s/her commitment to me 
94 My coach IS receptive 
95 My coach apprec1ates the sacrifices I have 
experienced to improve performance 
96. My coach cannot imagine ending his/her relat1onsh1p 
with me in the next year 
97. My coach knows how to approach me 
98. My coach read1ly seeks my v1ews and opinions 
99 My coach is responsive to my efforts 
100. My coach pays attent1on to what I say 
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Strongly Neither Agree Strongly 
During training ... Disagree or Disagree Agree 
101. My coach expects to be close to me the season 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
after this one 
102. My coach 1s ready to do his/her best 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
103. My coach feels unhappy seemg me unhappy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
104. My coach has a clear vision about what 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
performance could be achieved in the near 
future 
1 05. My coach adopts a fnendly stance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
106. My coach thinks that I play an 1mportant role in 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
his/her future performance accomplishments 
107. My coach is clear about what IS expected of him/her 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
dunng training 
108. My coach 1s focused on the task in hand 
Section D: Demographic Information 
Please c1rcle your answers where appropnate· 
1. Your age: .......... Years 
2. Your gender: M IF 
3 Wh1ch sport do you participate in most regularly: ............. . 
4. How many years have you been participating in th1s sport: .......... Years 
5. Your coach's gender: M IF 
6. At what level of sport do you and your coach generally compete? 
RECREATIONAL UNIVERSITY CLUB REGIONAL NATIONAL INTERNATIONAL 
7. How many years have you been traming with your coach? ...... Years 
8. How many hours do you normally spend tra1mng with your coach each week? .......... hours 
Please make any add1t1onal comments in the space below. 
Many thanks for your time, it really is appreciated 
Daniel Rhind (d.j.a.rhind@lboro.ac.uk) 
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